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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Cleanup and closﬁre of the Hanford Site will be achieved in a manner that is pi'otective of human
health and the environment. This will be possible because decisions for achieving this objective
will be made, in part, based on a series of risk assessments. These risk assessments have been or
will be prepared to support evaluations and the selection of. solutibﬂs to remediate and clb_se |
waste sites zmd to dispose of wasle in a manner that will be comphant with environmental

regulations.

This document presents a review of the major risk assessments currently being conducted at the -
Hanfdrd Site. It i'dehtifies how _the asé_essments now align through the use of a conceptual,
integrated risk assessment model that demonstrates the inputs and outputs of the risk
assessments, schedule ties, and geographic céverage_. Several key points and issues have been
identified that provide an initial focus on'the challenges associated with developing and

implementing an integrated risk assessment process, including the following:

‘e Different risks are being evaluated — The time frames range from current to short-term -
{1,000 years) to long-term (10,000 years). Are they comparable, what is the appropriate

hierarchy of the assessments, and when is it -appropriate for the assessment to be conducted?

e Schedule realignments — In some cases, information from one assessment to.support another

assessment is not available when needed.

e Exposure scenarios — There are inconsistencies in the exposure scenarios used across some of

the assessments.

¢ Cumulative risk assessments — Cumﬁlaﬁve or composite analysis of risk means différeht
things within different regulatory regimes and is Vlewed d:xfferenﬂy by different groups. The
- views and expectations of reguﬂatory, stakeholder, and the Tribal for cumulative '

risk assessments for the Hanford Site and the requirements of the different regulatory

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Inregratlon FY 2005 . _ -
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fegimes (e.g., National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; Comprehensive En.vironmenzal
Response, Compensation, and Lzabzlzty Act of 1980; U.S. Department of Energy [DOE]

orders) need to be further explored and understood. -

“"The:'DOE (Richland Operations Office and Office of River Protection) has established a
Configuration Menagement Group (CMG). The CMG has been-taske_d with assembling the
common set of information and the reasonable range of parameters and assumptions for risk _

assessments bein g conducted or planned across the Hanford Site.

Technical guidance docufnents, are to be prepared by'the various projects for risk assessments
that are or will be- cohducted in suppoﬂ.of Hanford Site waste cleanup programs. The CMG is
responsible for reviewing the parameters and assumptlons proposed for each risk assessment or
group of risk assessments to ensure that there is general consistency among risk assessments at.
the Hanford Site. In order to begin the process of establishing the common set of information
and reasonable range of parameters, technical. gu1da.nce documents for several projects have been
prepared and reviewed by the CMG. These include the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Retrieval, Treatment, and Dzsposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at
the Hanford Site, R:chland Washmgton (DOE 2005), Composite Analysis for Low-Level Waste
Disposal in the 200 Area Plateau of the Hanford Szte_(PNNL 1998), Retrieval Petfomwnce _
Evaluation for Single-Shell Tanks §-112 and S-I 02 (FH 2001), and Annual Summary of the
Integrated Disposa-l Facility Performance Assessment for 2004 (DOE-ORP 2005). - |

This initial effort was eondﬁeted between the DOE (i.e., the CMG) and a _tecﬁnical working

| group composed of the contractors responéible for the work. The status of risk assessiments
presented here is based on information obtained from the ex:sttng risk assessment mtegratlon
‘technical working group with representatives from all of the major projects/programs on the
Hanford Site. The CMG and the technical working group formulated an initial risk assessment -
integration proce_ss' (iHustrated in Figure ES-1) to improve and guide the development of

* integrated risk assessments at the Hanford Site.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Asse'ssmenr Integration, FY 2005 ‘ _
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A workshop was held on April 19, 2005, to discuss Draft A of this document and an initial path
forward identified to improve the integration of the risk assessments with a goal of achieving
completeness and efficiency in conducting risk assessments to support cleanup and closure of the
Hanford Site. The next step to be followed by the CMG will be to work with the regulators,
stakeholders, and Tribes to openly discuss and further develop the common set of information
and range of parameters and assumptions for risk assessments. This effort will be conducted as
part of the partnering and communication program for further development of the risk integration

process.

The initial path forward in this process will involve (1) the CMG and a smaller risk integration
working group evaluating the schedules, linkages, and gaps and alignment of risk assessments
with closure decision requirements across the site; and (2) a series of workshops with
stakeholders, Tribes, and the Natural Resource Trustee Council to obtain their ideas and input
and discuss the integration of site decisions, cumulative analyses, and risk assessment parameters

and assumptions.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
May 2005 ES-3
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Cleanup and closure of the Hanford Site will be achieved in a manner that is protectwe of human
health and the environment. ‘This will be possible because decisions for achieving this Ob]eCtIV€
‘will be made, in part, based on a series of risk assessments.. These risk assessments have been or
will be prepared to support evaluations and the selection of solutions to remediate and close
waste sites and (o dispose of waste in a manner that will bein comphance w1th env1ronmental
regulatlons -

The purpose of this document is to sumimnarize the scope and requirements of nsk assessments,
describe the schedule and status of the major individual risk assessment projects currently

* undet way, identify the interfaces between the programs and projects that are developing risk
assessments, and propose a process that will'address issues identified in this report. In meeting
these objectives, this document presents information on current risk assessments being conducted
across the Hanford Site, shows the gcographical boundaries of the risk assessments, presents a
combined schedule that details the relationships between the various risk assessments, highlights
rigk assessmient gaps for future action, and provides a process for integrating risk assessments.

2.0 BACKGROUND

The Hanford Site contains-a wide range of radioactive, IIllXed and hazardous wastes. Ongomg
investigations are being conducted in response to regulations established to ensure that
remediation and closure actions are protective of human health and the envu'onment These :
regulatory drivers include, but are not hrmted to, the followmg L :

e 'Atomic'Energy Act of 1954 (AEA), as implemented by DQE 04351

°  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)

e Resource Conservation and Recavery'Act of 1 976 (RCRA)

. Comprehenszve Env:ronmental Response, Compensatzon and Lzab:ltty Act of 1980
(CERC]LA)

e . “Model Toxics Control Act'— Cleanup” (Washington Administr;arive Code [WAC] '_173-340)

o Hanford F ederal F, aczlzzy Agreement and Consent Order (Tri- Party Agreement)
‘ (Ecology et. al. 1989) _

Numerous risk assessments and performance assessments are bemg conducted to support
decisions to be made as part of the U.S. Department of Energy’s (DOE’ s) respon51b111ty under

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 o
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these regulatory drivers. The scope of these assessments is focused on addressmg spe01f1c

" projects that arc targeted with the responsibility of remediating, closing, or disposing of
hazardous, mixed, and low-level waste (LLW) and waste sites. The assessments are designed to

- provide information that will support specific decisions within a limited scope of interests.
Additionally the scope of the Hanford Sitewide Monitoring Program and the Orphan Sites
Program are included as part « of this report. Risk assessment prmmpals and practices draw upon
many sources. The DOE believes that, although the contarmnated areas of the Hanford Site are
well defined, continued data collection and analysis of areas not suspected as being contaminated
through these two programs is an 1ntegral part of the risk characterization process, and itis
approprlate to include these efforts as part of this status report on nsk assessments.

In October- _2004, the DOE be_ga_n an effort.t_o integrate_ ﬂsk_assessment strategies and schedules.
This effort, in part, is to evaluate how the individual risk assessments integrate collectively in

an overall assessment of Sitewide'risk and to assess. the need for a broad-based, cumulative .
Sitewide risk assessment. The foeus of the integration effort is the groundwater operable unit
(OU) and source sites to be closed under CERCLA, RCRA and the AEA. Other related rlsk
-assessments are being performed in support of NEPA closure under Revised Code af .
Washington 70.105, and the Sttewide compos1te analys1s that is required under DOE O 435. 1. In
all, 51 assessments are currently under way to address risks to human health and the env1ronment
“from hazardous, mixed, or radioactive wastes. -

3.0 RISK ASSESSMENTS AT THE HANFORD SITE

Risk assessments prov1de mformation that i is used by the DOE and the regulators in maklng
decisions and selecting methods to remedlate or close waste s1tes and to dispose of wastes at the
Hanford Site. For the purposes of this document, the term “risk assessment™ is used to include - -
a range of studies that evaluate human health and ecological risks from radioactive, mixed, and
‘hazardous wastes. The term 1ncludes risk assessments, performance assessments and composite

analyses.

Risk assessments are prepared to support decisions under RCRA, CERCLA, the AEA, and
NEPA and focus on evaluating the human heaith and ecological risks posed by hazardous
wastes, waste sites, and contaminated facilities.. The RCRA decisions address sites that would
receive planned relcases and the closure of treatment, storage, and dlsposal (TSD) facilities and
- past-practice sites that have been contaminated by unplanned releases of hazardous substances.
'The CERCLA decisions select a cleanup remedy for facilities and sites that have been
- contamlnated Decisions undér the AEA involve closure of sites containing low-level

radioactive waste (LLW) and disposal of LLW, NEPA supports the decision-making process
that requires federal agenciés to evaluate and compare the potential envuonmenta} impacts ‘of the
proposed action(s) and alternatives prior to implementing a major action. Risk assessments
prepared to support reviews under NEPA provide 1nformat10n on the potenual 1mpacts to human
health and the environment. -

Status of Hanford Sife Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 - . - E
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The Tri-Party Agreement prov1des the framework for permitting TSD units and promotmg an
effective investigation and cleanup of contamination at the Hanford Site. It establishes a
procedural framework and schedule for developing, prioritizing, implementing, and momtonng_
response actions at the Hanford Site in accordance with CERCLA and CERCLA guidance, the
“National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan” (also referred to as the
National Contingency Plan). (40 Code of Federal Regulatzons [CFR] 300.430][e] [914ii]), and

- RCRA and RCRA guidance.

Ore of the purposes of the Tri-Party Agreement is “to ensure that the environmental impacts
associated with past and present activities at the Hanford Site are thoroughly investigated and
that appropriate response actions are taken as necessary to protect the public health, welfare, and
the environment” (Ecology et. al. 1989). Section 6.0 of the Tri-Party Agreement discusses the
requirements of RCRA and the State of Washington Hazardous Waste Management Act that
pertain to all units that wete used to store, treat, or dispose of RCRA hazardous waste. - .
Section 7.0 discusses the cleanup of past-practice units that w111 be undertaken in accordance
with the CERCLA process or RCRA process.

~ In both processes, the key initial step is to conduct an investigation that will define the nature and
extent of contamination through field sampling and laboratory analysis. This will include
characterization of waste types, volume, concentration ranges, fate and transport of
contaminants, migration routes, and ‘potential receptors.. It is anticipated that because of limited
data during the initial investigation to adequately assess risk, including environmental pathways
and expected exposure levels, the analysis will be developed further during subsequent studies. -

31  RESOURCE CONSERVATION AND RECOVERY ACT OF 1976

The Solid Waste Disposal Act was signed into law in 1965 and was amended by the Hazardous
.and Solid Waste Amendments of 1984. The objectives of the Act, as amended, are to conserve
valuable material and energy reésources by ensuring that hazardous wasteé managernent practices
are conducted in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment, also requiring
‘that hazardous wastes are properly managed in the first instance, thereby reducing the need for
corrective action at a future date. The Act also requires minimizing the generation of hazardous
waste and land disposal of hazardous waste by encouraging process substitution, materials
TECOVEry, and properly conducted recycling, reuse, and treatment. Important portions of RCRA
include Subtitle C, “Hazardous Waste Management”; Subtitle D, “Solid Waste Management™;
and Subtitle I, “Underground Storage Tanks.” The Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology) has been authorized by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to carry out
the provisions of RCRA.

The tank farms in the 200 East and 200 West Areas of the Hanford Site are operated and
managed as TSD facilities under RCRA. In addition, unplanned release sites within the tank
farms are being investigated and are expected to be remediated as RCRA past—practlce waste
sites, as 1mplemented in accordance with the Tri- Party Agreement (Ecology et al. 1989). _
Through the implementation of RCRA, decisions will be made to define the method to close -

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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149 single-shell tanks (SSTs) and 28 double-shell tanks as TSD facilities or RCRA past~practice
sites. In addition to storing hazardous wastes, the tank farms also store radioactive waste, which
is regulated under the AEA, as implemented by DOE O 435.1. In add1t1on to the closure of the.
SSTs and double-shell tanks, RCRA is also applicable to other disposal sites at Hanford,
including the mixed waste cells at the Solid Waste Burial Grounds and the Integrated Disposal
‘Facility. - The RCRA decisions concerning closure of TSD.facilities will address the hazardous
waste aspects of closure and disposal, and DOE 0 435.1 will be applied to address the
radloactlve waste aspects of closure and disposal.

32 COMPREHENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL RESPONSE COMPENSATION
AND LIABILITY ACT OF 1980

CERCLA was enacted in 1980 and amended in. 1986 to pr0v1de for hablhty, compensation,
cleanup, and emergency response for hazardous substances released into the environment and the
cléanup of inactive hazardous waste disposal sites. The statute authorizes response actions
whenever any hazardous substance is released or there is a substantial threat of release into the’
environment that may present an imminent and substantial threat to public health or welfare.
CERCLA required the promulgation of the National Contmgency Plan (40 CFR
300.430[e][9][iii]), which established procedures and standards for responding to releases of

: hazardous substances pollutants and contaminants.

CERCLA requires the preparation of a baselme risk assessment that defines the potent1al threat
to human health and the environment posed by the site. The level of risk posed by the site is one
element in making an informed risk-management decision regarding the need for a remedial
action. The EPA published Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume 1, Human Health
Evaluation Manual, Interim Final (EPA 1989a) and Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund
Volume 2, Environmental Evaluation Manual (EPA 1989b), which contain detailed guidance for
conducting baseline risk assessments. The RCRA corrective action program uses a process .-
similar to CERCLA risk assessment for determining the need for interim measures and to set
action levels or media cleanup standards for contaminants. without promulgated standards The
following text provides summary information regarding basehne risk assessments; in general,
this dlscussmn is apphcable to RCRA risk assessments. :

_ Accordm gto the EPA’s Risk Assessment Gmdance for Superfund Volume I (EPA 1989a), the
principal objective of the baseline nsk assessment is to collect sufficient data to 1dent1fy and

. characterize the followmg

" Concentrations and tox1city of contaminants present in each medium
The environmental fate and transport mechanisms of these contaminants’
Potential human and environmental receptors ' :
Potential exposure routes and the eéxtent of actual or potential exposure
Extent of expected impacts and the likelihood of such impacts occumng
Level of uncertainty of the basehne risk assessment - ;

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY2005 _ o o
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The final step in the baseline risk assessment is the actual characterization of the risk posed to
human health and the environment. Using the information from the identification, exposure, and
toxicity assessments, the collected information is integrated to provide an estirnate of the risk '
posed to human health and the environment. Specific information on this process can be found
in Chapter 8 of the EPA guldance document Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume 1
(EPA 1989a). _

The National Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300. 430[e] {9] {iii]) establishes nine evaluation criteria

to assess the merit of each-remedial alternative. These criteria, which are described in detail in

EPA’s remedial investigation/feasibility study guidance (EPA 1988), requ1re that each remed1a1
alternative be evaluated on the basis of the followmg : _

1. Threshold cnt_ena:

e Overall protection of human health and the environment
e Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements.

2. Prirhary balancing criteria:

Long-term effectiveness and permanence of the remedy
Reduction of the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contarminants. present at the site
Short-term effectiveness of the remedy (i.e., protectiveness during 1mplementat10n)
Implementability of the remedy

~Cost of the remedy.

3. Modifying criteria:

e State acceptance of the selected alternative
e  Community acceptance of the selected alternative.

Under the first evaluation criterion, the ability of each alternative to provide protection of human
health and the environment is assessed. This criterion draws on the baseline risk assessments
(i.e., human health and ecological) and. evaluauons of other criteria, partlcuiarly the long- and
shozt—term effectweness evaluations. :

The CERCLA dec1s1ons concemmg the remechauon of facilities are the respons1b111ty of the .
EPA, in consultation with Ecology, as defined in the Tn—Party Agreement (Ecology ct al. 1989)

3.3 ATOMIC ENERGY ACT OF 1954, AS IN[PLEI\/IENTED
BY DOE 0435.1 '

The-closure of facﬂmes that store or are contaminated with radioactive waste and facilities that
will be used to dispose of LLW is regulated under the AEA. The DOE facilities that dispose of

Statis of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2&05 .
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LLW and the closure of radioactive waste sites must comply with AEA requirements concernin g
closure and disposal, as.implemented by DOE O 435.1, unless addressed by other regulations. -
The assessment of human health risks associated with closure and disposal of LLW requires the
preparation of performarnce assessments and, on a Sitewide basis, a composite analysis. Because
CERCLA risk assessments may address cleanup of mixed waste sites, in some cases CERCLA’
risk assessments may be used in lieu of preparing a perfonnance assessment DOE M 435.1-1
and DOE G 435.1-1 pr0v1de further explanatlon on when this may be appropriate.

Performance assessments and the composite analysis are bemg prepared to support a vanety of

- decisions, including the disposal of LLW and closure activities for the deactivation of high-level .
waste facilities/sites that require the review/approval of site closure plans. The. assessments of
the projected performance of each unit to be closed and the assessment of the projected
composite performance of all units to be closed are cr1t1cal to deactivated high-level waste
facility closure activities. .

34 TANKF ARM ASSESSMENT INTEGRATION THROUGH THE TRI-PARTY
AGREEMENT APPENDIX I PROCESS

Tank waste retneval work plans (TWRWPS) w111 be prepared for a tank or set of tanks and their
associated ancillary equipment. The TWRWPs may cover tanks, tanks and associated ancillary
equipment, or ancillary equipment alone, (as may be required). The TWRWPs address only those
actions associated with waste retrieval. As well as other information, TWRWPs include -

~ a pre-retrieval risk assessment that is based on available data and the most sophisticated analysis
available at the time. The purpose of this risk assessment is to aid in making operational
‘decisions during retrieval activities. This risk assessment will not be used to make final retneval _
or closure dec1s1ons

Ecology, EPA, and DOE have elected to develop and maintain, as part of the SST system closure
- plan, one performance assessment for the purpose of evaluating whether SST system closure
conditions are protective of human health and the environment for all contaminants of concern
(both radiological and nonradiological). This performance assessment will document, by
reference, all relevant performance requirements defined by RCRA, CERCLA, the Hazardous
 Waste Management Act (Revised Code of Washington 70.105), the Clean Water Act.of 1977, the
Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974, and the AEA. A performance assessment is larger in scope -
than a risk assessment required solely for nonradiological contaminants. This eliminates a '
duplicative functmnal requirement, as well as a duplicative documentation requirement. - A
- performance assessment will be developed for each waste management area (WMA) and will
incorporate the latest information available. The performance assessments will be approved by
Ecology and DOE pursuant to their respective authorities and will be mcorporated by reference
into the'Sitewide permit through closure plans S

As 1nd1v1dual eomponents are retrieved or characterized, or as other component closure activities
are completed, the resulting component characterization information will be incorporated into the
WMA performance assessment to determine its relative risk compared to the performance of the

Status of Hanford Site stk As.s‘essment Integration, FY 2005 _ : o
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entire WMA. As each WMA. proceeds toward closure, its respectlve performance assessment -

" will be updated to address all pertinent new results and findings. Final WMA closure decisions
will be made after all components are retrieved and/or characterized, all other component closure
activities have been co:mpleted and a final WMA performance assessment is completed

For dlsposal dec1510ns, DOE-Headquarters will conduct a technical review of the performance
assessment for disposal actions, which inclades determining the adequacy of these analyses to.
establish the expected performance of the closed facility/site; the potential hazards; and the
activities necessary to protect members of the public, the workers, and the environment. The
review and approval of the assessment/analysis is to ensure that the assumptions regarding
source term, leach rates, iransport echanisms, analytical transport models, hydrologic and other
critical aspects of the site,.effectiveness of any barriers to migration of radionuclides on which
performance is based, and other key assumptions are supported by the available data. '
Furthermore, uncertainties associated with the key assumptions and data are addressed through

“identification of compensatory measures, through combinations of conservatism in the estimates,
defense-in-depth, or other appropnate measures. The review specifically examines and
documents the conclusions of the rev1ew w1th respect to the adequacy of each of these key
assumptions.

Performance assessments are conducted to demonstrate that there is a reasonable expectation that
LLW disposed at a DOE facility will not result in exceeding the LLW disposal facility
performance objectives identified in DOE M 435.1-1, Chapter II for high-level waste
requirements; Chapter Il for transuranic requirements; and Chapter IV for LLW reqmrements

as well as related performance measures associated with protection of the public from dlsposed
LLW. The SST farms in the 200 Areas of the Central Plateau are expected to be closed.in
-accordance with DOE O 435.1 as LLW disposal sites, as well as in accordance w1th RCRA and
WAC 173-303, “Dangerous Waste Regulations.” _

Composite analyses are conducted as a planning tool to analyze the interaction of other -
radioactive source terms at a site (as well as the LLW disposal facility), to minimize the -
likelihood that current LLW disposal activities will result in the need for future corrective or -
remedial aciions, and to protect the public and environment, consistent with DOE limits on total
allowable public doses of radiation from all sources. Performance assessments and composite
-analyses are reviewed to determine that they are complete, comprehenswe reflective of site- and

' fac1hty-spe(:1f1c conditions, supported by appropnate ratlonale and therefore defensible.

3.5 NA'J[‘IONA_L ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT OF 1969

NEPA was enacted in 1969 and became effective in January 1970. The purpose of NEPA is to.
ensure that potential environmental impacts are considered during federal agency decision
making. NEPA requires that impacts to human health and the environment are evaluated for
proposed federal actions and for reasonable alternatives: Risk assessments based on realistic
exposure conditions can aid in the évaluation of human health.impacts during the NEPA process
and are occasionally referenced or partially incorporated in DOE NEPA documents. Under the

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 . L _
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DOE NEPA: 1mp1ernent1ng procedures (found in 10 CFR 1021, “National Environmental Pohcy
Act Tmplementing Procedures™), most proposed federal actions require a NEPA review. An-
exception is usually made for actions taken under CERCLA; the DOE instead relies on the -
CERCLA documentation, requiring that NEPA values-(e.g., analysis of cumulative, ecological,
and socioeconomic impacts) be incorpora_ted to the extent practicable in CERCLA documents.

3. 6 HANFORD SITE RISK ASSESSMENT WORKSHOP REVIEW

As part of the development of this document a 2—day workshop was held onJ anuary 19. and 20
2005, which brought together the DOE, Richland Operations Office; the DOE, Office of River
Protection; and contractors involved in the development and preparation of risk assessments,

. performance assessments, and composite analyses at the Hanford Site. During the workshop, a
review of all'risk assessments and performance assessments under way (either planned or -
recently completed) was conducted. This workshop resulted in the development of a detailed -
matrix that summarized the scope of the various assessments. This matrix is presented in
Appendix A. A review of the matrix has led to the following key questions:

. What decision concernlng remediation, closure or dlsposal is the risk assessment
supportmg” o

e Whatis the analysis pathway and assessment endpoint?
o ‘What are the target risk assessment receptors? -
¢  What is the media pathway to the endpoint?

¢ What are the supporting 1ntegrat.1ng 1nputs/outputs of the assessment in addmon to the
decision? :

. What 1nputs/outpnts are not clearly deﬁned and may require further definition in order to
better define integration among other assessments and across the Hanford S1te" L

:To address these question_s, a c__oneeptua_l rnodel of the Han_ford S:t_e $ assess_ments h_as been |
developed and is shown in Figure 1. The model illustrates botha vertical and horizontal
~ integration across the Site. The conceptual model is organized to portray the following structure:

o The composite analysis is shown as the integrating assessment across the Site, with
supporting inputs from the various.assessments being conducted on the Central Plateau and
along the Columbla Rlver Corndor :

e T'he data collectlon efforts of the Hanford Sitewide Monitoring Program/remaining sites -
- assessments and the orphan sites determinations are supporting all of the assessments.

Status of Hanford Site stk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 )
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 The various risk assessments are ass001ated with the respecttve geographic areas of the -
. Central Platean and the River Corridor and vertically portray their respective focus areas:
(i.e., near-surface soils, vadose zene, or groundwater).

e The exposure pomts of receptors are captured through soil, groundwater, and groundwater
emergence into the Columbia River, and the Columb1a River, including sediments as well as

surface water.

e The final assessment outputs are 111ustrated m the output arrow at the nght-hand side of the
- model. : :

During the course of the workshop review, numerous assessments independent of the current
cleanup and closure activities were identified. Detailed information on these assessments was

~not reported in either the integrated schedule or matrix. A pa:rttal listing of past assessments is as
follows:

s Final Feas:bzltty Study for the Canyon Dzsposztzon Initiative ( 22] U Faczlzty),
DOE/RL- 2001 11,Rev. 1 (DOE—RL 2004) '

. Remedtal Investzgatzon and F easzbtllty Study Report for the Environmental Restoranon
Dtsposal Facility (ERDF), DOE/RL 93—99 Rev 1 (DOE-RL 1994)

e Composite Analysis for Low-Level Wasre Dtsposal in the 200 Area Plateau of the Hanford
Site, PNNL-11800 (PNNL 1998) ~ -

® Retrieval Performance Evaluatton Methodology for the AX Tank F. arm, DOE/RL-98- 72
Rev. 0 (DOE-RL 1999) ' :

® Retrieval Petformance Evaluatton for Smgle Shell Tanks S-112 and S-1 02 HNF-7644
(FH 2001) '

e Performance Assessment for the Dzsposal of Low-Level Waste i in the 200 West Area Bunal :
Grounds, WHC-EP 0645 (WHC 1995)

o Tank Waste Remedtatton System Hanford Site, chhland Washmgton Final Environmental
Impact Statement, DOE/EIS 0189 (DOE arid Ecology 1996)

e Hanford Site Solid ( Radzoactlve and Hazardous ) Wasre Program Environmental Impact ‘
Statement, Richland, Washmgt‘oa DOB/EIS-OZSGF (DOE 2004)

o Final Hanford Comprehenszve Land- Use Plan Enwronmental Impact Statement
DOE/EIS-0222-F (DOE 1999)

e (Cleanup verification packages, ineludirig risk assessments (see Appendix B)

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 _ ‘ _ :
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A partial listing of assessments independent of the current closure activities are as follows:

e Decontamination and decommissioning; State-Approv_ed Land Disposal Structures and
K Basms '

‘. Decontamlnatlon and decommlssmnmg, 100 Area Reactor Remechal Actlons

e Central Landfill

¢ Radiological release (Fltzner-Eberhardt Arid Lands Ecology Reserve/North Slopelever
Ranch)

e Energy Northwest
e Laser Interferometer Gravitational Wave Observatory
e Fast Flux Test Facility

. ﬁS Ecology.

3.7. FINDINGS OF HANFORD SITE RISK ASSESSMENT WORKSHOP REVIEW

Based on the workshop review, several key points and issues have been 1dent1f1ed that prov1de an
initial focus for 1mp1ement1ng an mtegrated risk assessment process:
o Different risks are being evaluated — The time frames range from current" to short-term
(1,000 years) to long-term (10,000 years). Are they comparable, what is the appropriate
h1erarchy of the assessments, and when is it-appropriate for the assessment to be conducted‘?

* Schedule reahgnments —In some cases, information from one assessment to support another
assessment is not available when needed.

‘e Exposure scenarios — There are inconsistencies in the exposure scenarios used across some of
the assessments. ' '

e Cumulative risk assessments — Cumulative or composite analysis of risk means different

* things within different regulatory regimes and is viewed differently by different groups. The
views and expectations of regulatory, stakeholder, and Tribal groups for cumulative
risk assessments for the Hanford Site and the requirements of the different regulatory _
reglmes (e.g.. NEPA, CERCLA DOE orders) need to be further explored and understood.

The most notable issues razsed during the workshop review are how the data outputs from all of
the risk assessments feed into the compos1te analy31s and the cumulatlve nsk assessments,. and

Status of Hanf ard Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 _ _
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what is expected of the output of the compos1te analysis and cumulative risk assessment: based
on these inputs. This issue is discussed further in Section 6.0, with a proposed resolution on “how
these two assessments can serve as the integrating assessment across the Hanford Site.

Baseline risk assessments are being prepared which are defined under CERCLA The l1nkages
to CERCLA decisions are well defined for the baseline assessments. For. example, the Columbia
River Corridor baseline risk assessment is an important assessment for defining current risk
conditions; however, how this information will support future decisions should be more clearly
defined. '

4.0 GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES OF THE RISK ASSESSMENTS

The current risk assessments, as illustrated in the figures in Appendix C, cover a variety of areas
across the Hanford Site. The geographic endpoints of the risk assessment are consistent relative
to the areas of interest and the decisions that the risk assessments are supporting. The
geographic endpoints include near-surface soils for human health and ecological risks, soil/
vadose zone for human health risks, groundwater for human health risks, seeps/spﬁngSIripal'ian
areas along the Columbia River for human health and ecologlcal risks, and the Cﬂlumbta River
for human health and ecological nsks :

The current approach to evaluate air release is based on the defined area of impact. In'most
cases, these areas would be defined by surface contamination based on site charactenzatlon
work. The boundaries shown in Appendix C are the current estlmated conf1gurat10n of the

plumes :

The geographlc study boundanes of some risk assessments are not completely deﬁned (e.g.,
impacts from air emissions). The current approach is to evaluate air releases based on the -
defined area of impact. In most cases, these areas would be defined by surface contamination
based on site characterization work. The approx1mated boundanes shown in Appendlx C are
designated with dashed lines. :

A cross-section of geographic study boundaries is also included in Appendix C. The cross-
sections are divided by human health and ecologlcal risk assessments to pr0v1de a starting point
for developing 1ntegrat10n _

The Hanfo_rd Sitewide Monitoring Program and the Orphan Sites Program p_tbvide essential data
to fill in gaps between the risk assessment study boundaries. As noted earlier, the DOE believes

! The scope of the groundwater risk assessments is to define risks to human receptors from contacting or ingesting
the groundwater via a man-created pathway (i. e., wells), and niot through a natural pathway (seeps and springs)..
Human health and ecological risk from groundwater exposure is assessed at the point of natural pathways to the
surface, which would include seeps, springs,'and wetlands. Transition zones at these interface points where-
-groundwater becomes surface water are included in these later assessments.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 - SR
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that, although the contaminated areas of the Hanford Site are well defined, continued data
collection and analysis of areas not suspected as being contaminated through these two programs
is an integral part of the risk characterization process, and it is appropriaie to include these
efforts as part of this status report on risk assessments. Ongoing monitoring provides data for
areas that are not addressed by focused, specific projects and can be used to locate unknown
waste sites. Also, when the specific project’s responsibility for a focused risk assessment has
been met, the Hanford Sitewide Monitoring Program will provide long-term, ongoing
monitoring. The Orphan Sites Program is a historical document review and a field walkdown of.
“large operational areas to determine if all of the waste sites have been addressed. New sites that
are discovered by either program are entered into the Waste Informatlon Data System database '
" for further evaluation and disposition.

5.0 SCHEDULE INTEGRATION

During the development of this report, scheduling data were assembled for the risk assessments.
that are currently under way at the Hanford Site. As part of this compilation of information, _
a composite schedule was developed. The schedule presents the major tasks that support the risk
assessments, identifies the key milestones that the assessments are supporting, and identifies the
input and output linkages between assessments that are required to complete individual risk
assessments. This composite schedule, presented in Figure 2, provides the foundation for the
Configuration Management Group (CMG) and the technical working group to begin refining
schedule integration needs, to determine where and if actual conflicts in input and output
requirements exist, and to determine what corrective actions may need to be taken.

Based on this composite schedule, there appear to be instances in which input links to an -

assessment will not be available in a timely manner to complete that assessment. The dependent
risk assessments and the source mformatmn assessments that fall into this category are presented '
in Table 1.

6.0 CUMULATIVE RISK ASSESSMENT

_ This section describes the need for and scope of a Sitewide risk assessment (or cumulatlve risk.
assessment) that should be developed and maintained to support waste site-specific or OU-
specific risk assessments, including those conducted under CERCLA and RCRA. Currently,

a composite analysis is required by DOE O 435.1 to assess the cumulative impacts of all LLW
disposal and closure actions at the Hanford Site, but only for radionuclides. To evolve into '

- a Sitewide risk assessment, the composite analysis could be expanded to include chemical
constituents and a broader range of exposure scenarios. This section provides an initial
specification for developing and maintaining a Sitewide risk assessment that would support
decision making at the Hanford Site and ensure an mtegrated Sitewide assessment reflecting
individual site- or waste-specific risk agsessments.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 = . : .
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Figure 2. Hanford Site Risk Assessment Composite Schedule. (3 Pages)
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Table 1. Data Input Schedule Conflicts.

Problems Based on Current Schedules

Risk Assessments with Data Input Dependency |

Source Assessment Providing Data Inputs Later
Than Required Based on Current Schedules

200-ZP-1 and 200 UP 1 Groundwater Operable Unit

Central Plateau waste ‘sites (200-LW-1, 'ZOO—MW—I,
200-IS-1, 200-UR-1, 200'—SW-1)"

300-FF-5 and 100-FR-3 Groi.mdwater Operable Unit

100/300 Area of River Corridor baseline risk
assessment

61 NEED FOR A SITEWIDE RISK ASSESSMENT

A Sitewide risk assessment for the Hanford Site has not been formally chartered The System
Assessment Capability (SAC), however, includes a set of tools that could be adapted to this need.

~ The SAC tools are currently being used to perform the composite analysis as required by
DOE O 435.1. This section addresses the specific dnvers for development and application of

a Sitewide 1‘llSk assessment,

- The spec1ﬁc regulatory drivers for a Sitewide risk assessment include the followmg

. Spec1f1c requirements for and scope of a compos1te analysis, as required by DOE 0435.1.

- {From DOE M 435.1-1, Chapter IV.P(3), “Compos1te Analysis.”} “For dlsposal
facilities which received waste after September 26, 1988, a site-specific radiological
composite analysis shall be prepared and maintained that accounts for all sources of

 radioactive material that may be left at the DOE site and may interact with the LLW

disposal facility, contributing to the dose projected to a hypothetical member of the
~ public from the existing or future dlsposal facilities” (emphasis added). Additional
requrrements address the performance objectives, period of calculation, need for review
and revision as information changes, and the need for an annual determination of the

adequacy of the composite analysis. The composite analysis is not required to address

nonradiological impacts and assesses only human health impacts. The composite
analysis also does not address intruder scenarios, as these are addressed through disposal
facility-specific performance assessments.

e Cumulative impacts analysis within CERCLA.

CERCLA requires that a baseline risk assessment be performed to assess the “cumulative
site risk to an individual using reasonable maximum exposure assumptions” (OSWER
Directive 9355.0- 30 {EPA 1992]). The baseline risk assessment also is applicable to
ecological receptors as well. In the CERCLA context, “cumulative risk” generally means
“the combined risks from aggregate exposures to multiple agents or stressors.”

(EPA 2003). The EPA recently published the Framework for Cumulative Risk
Assessment (EPA 2003) as:the first step in a long—term effort to develop guidelines for

conductmg a cumulauve risk assessment.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integrariom FY 2005
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¢  Analysis of cumulative impacts analysis for NEPA actions.

NEPA requires the assessment of “cumulative impact,” which is defined as “the impact
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative

- impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking
place over a period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7). The Hanford Site’s solid waste-
environmental impact statement (DOE 2004) included a cumulative analysis of
groundwater and Columbia River impacts simulated with the SAC tool for -
technetium-99, 10d1ne-129 and vranivm-238. :

o DOE pohcy requlnng that CERCLA documents mclude NEPA values, 1nclud1ng prowsmn
of a cumulative unpacts analys1s ' _

{From June 1994, DOE Secretarial Policy on NEPA [DOE 1994].} “To facilitate
meeting the environmental objectives of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCL.A) and respond to.concerns of regulators,
consistent with the procedures of most other Federal agencies, the Department of Energy
hereafter will rely on the CERCLA process for review of actions to be taken under -~
CERCLA and will address NEPA values and public involvement procedures as provided
~ below... Department of Energy CERCLA documents will incorporate NEPA values,
such as analys1s of cumulative, 0ffs1te ecolog1cal and socioeconomic 1mpacts, to the

extent practlcable

“Incorporate NEPA vilues such as analysis of cumulative, off-site, ecological, and socio--
~ economic impacts, to the extent practicable, in DOE documents prepared under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensatzon and Lzabllzty Act.”

~ (DOE 0 451.1B.5. a[13])

Accordingly, the Hanford Site’s CERCLA documents typically mclude NEPA values,
“including cumulatlve impacts.- :

In addition to these regulatory drivers, common sense would indicate that for a site as complex
as Hanford (i.e., approximately 1,000 sources, a dozen or more existing groundwater plumes,
and extensive ongoing waste disposal actions) and geographically large (i.e., several hundred

~ square miles of potentially affected environment), some analysis would be required from

a holistic perspective of potential cumulative impacts of cleanup, disposal, and closure actions.
It is also clear that the groundwater and the Columbia River are natural accumulation points for
impacts from multiple sources. A comprehensive risk assessment capability is necessary o -

: address the cumulat:lve impacts on these resources.. . :

Additional rationale for mamtammg a Sitewide risk assessment is to force integration and
coordination among individual risk assessments. The Sitewide risk assessment would highlight

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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inconsistencies (or gaps) among the site-specific risk assessments and would provide an
opportunity to ensure consistency in risk modeling assumptions and metrics. . .

.' 62 PRELIMINARY SPECIFICATIONS FOR A SITEWIDE
RISK ASSESSMENT CAPABILITY '

The primary requ'iremerrts for a Sitewide risk assessment capability include the following:

e Meet the requirements of DOE O 435.1 for a composite analysis addressing LLW disposal
and cumulative impacts from the inventories that are expected to remain onsite. Maintain the
~ analysis as new data become available. - ' '

. Continue to meet the requirements of DOE 0451.1B to address NEPA values, including
- cumulative impacts within CERCLA documentation. Update the composite analysis to
incorporate the remedies proposed in each CERCLA O_U feasibility study and proposed plan.

- ». Provide reasonably accurate representations of site-specific risk assessments, which must be
updated as appropnate to account for site- specrfrc risk assessment results.

Although the SAC includes the dominant processes necessary to simulate Sitewide impacts, the
SAC has not been apphed to all Sitewide issues and does not benefit from a strong link with
ongoing and evolving waste site characterization efforts. Specifically, databases supporting
assessments performed with the SAC do not include all of the information on nonradioactive
constituents that are likely to be significant from a Sitewide perspective (e.g., carbon
tetrachloride, chromium, and nitrate/nitrite). To clarify this requirement, it is necessary to assess

“the contaminants of potential concern that are being addressed by waste site risk assessments and
then determine which of those are potentially significant from a “cumulative,” or Sitewide,
perspective. Secondly, the SAC must be continually updated to incorporate site-specific
characterization and risk assessment information that is being-generated in response to .

- CERCLA, RCRA, and NEPA actions. The SAC needs to accurately represent the results of

detailed assessment and modeling activities.

6.3 PRELIMINARY INTEGRATION PROCESS F OR THE SITEWIDE RISK
o ASSESSMENT AND SITE-SPECIFIC RISK ASSESSMENTS

‘Formal interface requirements need to be established between the composite analysis (or future
Sitewide risk assessment) and all other Hanford Site risk assessments.' Table 2 provides an initial
overview of these interface requirements. This table shows the information required by the
composite analysis for each risk assessment, typ1cally to support history matching and to enable
composite analysis model conditioning to credibly represent site-specific risk assessment results.
The last column of Table 2 describes the information that the composite analysis should deliver
to each risk assessment, typically either to provide an assessment of cumulative impacts or to

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Iniegration, FY 2005 o . o
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provide aggregated impacts from mult1ple sources as input to site- spec1f1c I‘lSk assessments
(e. g 200 Area groundwater plumes that may 1mpaet 300 Area groundwater)

Table 2. Interface Requirements for the Composite Analysns : oo
and Other Risk Assessments. (2 Pages)

~ What Does the CA Need.

| What Should the CA Deliver to Other

Category of Risk RAs and How Will RAs Use that
Assessment from Other RAs?
_ _ Information?
ORP Rlsk  Provide ﬁeld 1nvest1gat10n data to the CA. v Provide cumulative impact ehelysis
Assessments: " to ensufe consistent representation of - - for SST PA and IDF PA. -
hnical sit te , e - .
s SST PA (closure geotechnical si © attributes. Ensure consistency in assumptions
risk assessments) N Directly incorporate IDF PA release-to- for inventory, disposal
e IDEFPA ‘ .- gre.undrwaater reeults into the CA. .. : | conﬁguraUOn etc.
' .| = Provide flux-to-groundwater results to the Prepare sensitivity cases that ahgn
* RCBA Corrective CA from both the’ SST PA and the IDF to selected variations in the
Action (FIR) . -
. PA. . reference assumptions.
* Tank Closure EIS - Provide reference endstate aSSumptlons ' '
(¢.g., residual fraction and barrier
assumptions) to ensure consistent
representation in the CA.
Central Plaieau Provide site—speciﬁc contaminant Provide cumulative impact analysis
Seurce Unifs: d1str1but10ns to enable “history matching™: as context for individual OU or
S ' - waste site decisions. Provide
o CERCLAOU - Pr0v1de field characterization to enable Zva;iuiat' ve im la cltls ,lrov.'1 te
RI/FS risk improved calibration of 1D vadose umutative impact analysis fo |
. p support CERCLA requirements.
. assessments zone models T ‘.
(e.g., TW-1, o Ensure consistency in inventory and
CW-5, and " Facilitate CA hlstory matchmg by endstate disposition assumptions.
BC Cribs) _ _prowdmg updated information S R - :
_ “regarding historical releases and’ " Provide selected sensitivity casesto
+ Major facility risk inventory estimates. : represent variations in endstate
dssessments o S S disposition. ' '
(e.g., U Plant Update reference closure or remediation S
CDI; : configuration (baseline disposition).
e Eecolo gical risk Provide release- to-groundwater
assessment predlctxons, if any
Central Plateau Develop “fine-grid” groundwater model as | @ Provide release to grgﬁndwater from
Groundwater OUs: a refinement of the Sitewide groundwater ~all Central Platean sources to ensure
0-7P-1 : model anci SAC tools. _ that groundwater decisions reflect
e 200-ZP-1, ' potential impacts from all sources
--200-UP-1, . Prov1de momtormg and characterlzatlon - and remedies..
200-BP-5, and " results to enable improved “history
- 200:PO-1 ' Prov1de cumuiatlve 1mpact analysm

matching.”

as context for individual
grotndwater OU decisions.

Status of Hanford Site stk Assessment Integration, FY. 2005
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Table 2. Interface Requirements for the Composite Analysm
and Other Risk Assessments. (2 Pages)

Category of Risk
Assessment

What Does the CA Need
from Other RAs?

What Should the CA Deliver to Other '
RAs-and How Will RAs Use that
Information? .

_ River Corridor
Source Units:

s 100 and 300 Area
component of the
River Corridor

" baseline risk
assessment

¢ 100-B/C Pilot
Project risk
assessment

* 100-NR-2
ecological risk
assessment

Estimhates of mventory originaily
disposed; remaining after remediation, and
left in place for waste sites.

Planned or completed remedial actions.

Result_s of any fate and transport
calculations performed using fine-grid
groundwater model.

Data gathered on media concentrations

_and observed impacts to sampled species
‘as a calibration/history-matching set for-

CA tools (ECEM).

« Estimates of groundwater

concentration of contaminants
emanating from Central Plateau
waste sites to figure into River
Corridor risk assessments..

River Corridor .

Groundwater Units: '

- Estimates of inventory for originally.

disposed, remaining after remediation, left
in place, and in contaminant plumes.

e Estimates of groundwater
concentratior_a of contaminants
emanating from Central Platean

» - - - - -
?%-glz}sﬁ Planned or completed remedial actions waste sites to figure into River
100-FR-3 ’an g . o _ TR Co;n_dor risk assessments.

100-KRA Results of any fate and transport ' o
o calculations performed especially using a
‘ refined mesh- groundwater model.
Data gathered on media concentrations
and observed impacts to sampled species
-as a calibration/ history-matching set for
CA tools (ECEM).

Columbia River Data gathered on media coricentrations » Estimates of groundwater

Component of the and observed impacts to sampled species concentration of contaminants

Baseline Risk as a calibration/history-matching set for emanating from Central Plateau -

Assessment . CA tools (ECEM). waste sites to figure into River

Data gathered reflecting contamination Corridor ik assessments.
entering the Hanford Reach of the e Predicted riparian zone and
Columbia River from upstream and from Columbia River impacts.
irrigation return flows. _ ‘

CA = composite analysis’ . OU = operable unit _

CDI = Canyon Disposition Initiative ' PA = performance assessment

== Tigk assessment .

CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, RA
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 - ...

ECEM

RI/FS

= Ecological Chemical Exposure Model =
EIS = environmental impact statement SAC =
FIR = field investigation report SST. =
IDF - = Integrafed Disposal Facility '
ORP = 1.S. Department of Energy, Office of River-

“ Protection

RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
remedial investigation/feasibility study

System Assessment Capability

single-shell tank - :

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2003
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7.0 RISK ASSESSMENT INTE-GRATION :

The DOE (thhland Operauons Office and Office of River Protection) has initiated an effort to
integrate risk assessments and schedules across the Hanford Site. The CMG has been”

established and tasked with assembling the common set of information with a reasonable range
of parameters and assumptions for risk assessments being conducted or planned across the
Hanford Stte

Technical guidance documents are to be prepared by the various projects for risk assessments
that are or will be conducted in support of Hanford Site waste cleanup programs. The CMG is '
~ responsible for reviewing the parameters and assumptions proposed for each risk assessment (or
- groups) to ensure that there is cooperation and general consistency among risk assessments at the
Hanford Site. In order to begin the process of establishing the common set of information and
reasonable range of parameters, technical guidance documents for several projects have been
prepared and reviewed by the CMG. These include the Draft Environmental Impact Statement -
for the Retrieval, Treatment, and Disposal of Tank Waste and Closure of Single-Shell Tanks at
the Hanford Site, Richland, Washington (DOE 2005) Composite Analysis for Low-Level Waste .
. Disposal in the 200 Area Plateau of the Hanford Site (PNNL 1998), Retrieval Performance
Evaluation for Single-Shell Tanks §-112 and S-102 (FH 2001), and Annual Summary of the .
Integrated Dzsposal Fi aczlzty Performance Assessment for 2004. (DOE ORP 2005).

This initial effort was conducted between the DOE (1 e., the CMG) and a technical worrktng
group composed of the contractors responsible for the work The organizational structure of the
CMG and the areas conduct;mg risk assessments across the Hanford Site is shown in Figure 3.
The status of risk assessments presented here is based on information obtained from the

existing risk assessment integration technical working group with representatlves from all of the
' major projects/programs on the Hanford Site.  The CMG and the technical working group

- formulated an initial risk assessment integration process (illustrated in Figure 4) to 1mprove and
guide the development of integrated risk assessments at the Hanford Site. '

A workshop was held on April 19, 2005 to dlscuss Draft Aof thls document and an 1n1t1a1 path
forward identified to improve the integration of the risk assessments with a goal of achieving
completeness and efficiency in conducting risk assessments to support cleanup and closure of the
‘Hanford Site. The next step to be followed by the CMG will be to work with the regulators,
stakeholders, Natural Resource Trustee Council, and Tribes to openly discuss and further
develop the common set of information and range of parameters and. assumptions for risk
assessments. This effort will be conducted as part of the partnering and communication program
for further development of the risk mtegratton process .

The initial path forward i in thls process will mvolve (1) the CMG and a smaller risk integration
technical working group evaluating the risk assessment requirements (i.e., schedules, linkages
and gaps) and alignment with closure decision requirements across the site; and (2) a series of
workshops with stakeholders, Tribes, and the Natural Resource Trustee Council to obtain their

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 ~ . _
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interests and discuss the integration of site decisions, oﬁB&mﬁé mm&wmmm mba risk assessment
parameters and assumptions. - \

Figure 3. Hanford Site Risk Assessment Technical éca_mgw_ﬁ_.cﬁw._

Status of mné@i Site Risk b&m&imﬁ, aaum%wazg FY 2005 : o S
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APPENDIX A

RISK ASSESSMENT MATRIX
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3a.

10.

_ 1 OO-I—IR-S 'G_r_oun'dwater OU.

INDEX TO APPENDIX A

L

100 and 300 Area Rfsk Assessments
100-BC-5 Groundwater Operable Unit (OU) - Henford Site Groundwater Monitoﬁnlg
Project. Focused Feasibility Studies for Five Groundwater OUs. '

100-NR-2 Groundwater OU — Aquatic and Riparian Eco-risk Assessment. Current near-
shore aquatic and riparian receptor impacts from contaminated groundwater originating

~ from the 100-N Area as deflned in the interim ROD.

100-NR-2 Groundwater OU — Aquatic and R1par1an Eco-nsk Assessment Secondary
Eeo—nsk study addresses hyperhelc zone

100-KR-4 Groundwater ou.

100-FR-3 Groundwater OU — Hanford Site Groundwater Momtormg Pro_|ect Focused
FeaS1b111ty Studies Task for Five Groundwater OUs.

300-FF-5 Groundwater OU Hanford Site Groundwater Momtonng PrO}ect Focused
Feas1b1hty Studies Task for Five Groundwater OUs. ! :

100-B/C Pilot Project Risk Assessment. Residual risks to human healtﬂ and the
environment from remediated CERCLA liquid waste sites near the Columbla River edge
of the IOO—B/C Area of the Hanford Site. : :

100 Area and 300 Arca Component of the Columbia Rifier Baseline Risk Assessment.
Residual risks to human health and the environment from remediated CERCLA waste
sites'in the 100 and 300 Areas of the Hanford Site.

Columbia River Component of the Columbia River Baseline Risk Assessment Potential
risks to human health and the environment from Hanford Site-related contammants _
released to the Columbia River. '

Orphan Sites Program.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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11.

12.

13a._
13b.

13c.

14.

15.

16,

17,

- 18.

Hanford Sitewide Assessments

Composrte Analysis. Slte—w1de evaluatron of the potential long-term human health
impacts to a hypothetical future member of the public resulting from combined
radionuclide releases to groundwater, surface water, and air from rnultrple sources dunng

‘the 1,000-year perrod followmg closure of the Hanford Slte

Cumulative Analysis of Chermical Impacts. Cumulatlve 1mpacts of chermcal inventories
that will remain at Hanford at the time of site closure to complement the Composrte
Analysis of radionuclide nnpact _ :

Hanford Sitc-Wrde Monrtorrng Program Samphng, analys1s, and. reportlng of
groundwater vadose zone, seeps and shoreline. :

. Hanford Site-Wide Monitoring Program. Ecologlcal risk assessment for lands outside the-

Central Plateau and the River Corridor baseline risk assessment scope

Hanford Site-Wide. Monrtormg Program Ecologrcal rrsk assessment for lands west and
south of Highway 240. _ _

200 Area Risk Assessments

200-BP-5 Groundwater QU —Hanford Site Groundwater Momtorrng PI‘O_]CCt Focused
Feas1b111ty Studies Task for Flve Groundwater OUs

I

200-PO-1 Groundwater 'OU —Hanford Site Groundwater Momtormg Pro_]ect Focused
_ Feas1b111ty Studies Task for Five Groundwater OUs _

200-UP-1 Groundwater OU Baseline _Risk' Assessment Supporting CERCLA remedial
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) Process. Baseline risk that groundwater

* contamination will pose to human health if no action were taken. =

200 ZP-1 Groundwater OU Baseline Risk Assessment Supporting the CERCLA RUFS
Process. Baseline risk that groundwater contarmnatron will pose to human health if no

action were taken.

Central Plateau Ecological Risk Assessment.

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integratron F Y 2005 o
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19a,

19b.

19c.

19d.

19e,

191.

19g.
19
191.
195, |

19k.

191.

20.
21.
22‘_.
%,

24.

" '200-CW-1. Central Plateau Waste Sites (completed).

200-TW-1. Central Plateau Waste Sites (completed).

200-CW-5. Central Platean Waste Sites (completed).

200-CS-1. Central Plateau Waste Sites (completed).

ZOO—PW—Z. Central Plategu Waste Sites (completed).
U Plant. .Central Plateau Waste Sites (c_ompleted); |
100 B/C Cribs. Central Plateau Waste Sites.
200-LW-1. Central Pl.atleau Waste Sites.
200-MW-1. Ceniral Plateau Waste Sites.

200-1S-1. Central Plateau Waste Sites.

ZOO-UR-l. Central Pléteau Waste Site.s. :
200-SW-2. Central Plateau Waste Sites. |

Tank Waste Activities

S-SX field investigation report (FIR) (completed; RPP-7884).

B-BX-BY FIR (completed; RPP-10098).

T, TX-TY FIR.

A-AX/C/U FIR.

RFI Rollup.

Rev. 0
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25.

- 26.

27.

28.
29.

30.

a1
32,
33.
34. -

35.

- 36.

37.

Rev.0

2001 Immobilized Low-Activity Waste (ILAW) Performance Assessment (completed
DOE/ORP-2000-24 and DOE/EIS-02806). - Integrated Disposal Facility (IDF)-
Performance Assessment.

. IDF Risk Assessment (cornplete; RPP-15834). _IDF Performance Assessmeil_t..

Down Selectlon Risk Assessment (complete, RPP- 17675) IDF Performance
Assessment.

IDF Performance Assessment.
Tank Waste Retrieval Work Plans (TWRPs).

Preliminary Performance Assessment for WMA C at the Hanford S1te Washmgton -
(DOE/ORP—2003 11). _

Risk Assessments for Closure Plans. Close individual components of tank farm systems.

Risk Assessment for Waste Management Area (WMA) S-SX Closure Plan (RPP-21596).

" Single-Shel] Tank Performance Assessment (SST PA).

Tank Farm Performance Assessment (TFPA).

Retrieval Data Reports. Documents compleuon of tank—spemﬁc (or component—speafic) .
waste retrieval activity. _

Tank Closure Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

Waste Treatment Plant Operation Assessment

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 _ :
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix | Rev. 0
 Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary ': :
- Project Title and Scope What Décisiou is this Risk . - . e . . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological | Links and Inputs OutL;]:g{sRiTg vant Risk Evaluation |
Staternent T Assessment Supportin Geographical Scape Study Resolution ‘Media Included Specifc fcope | Specific Seape | Human Health Risk |,y Models usedin Risk | Endpoints | | Needed from Other | VPO "l | Timetrame and | Integration Issues
& : C nclude Exclusions Cendrios Use Evaluation Lvaluated Risk Assessments Timeframe Einks
. : Assessments
. : : 3 100 and 300 Area Risk Assessments .
100-BC-5 Groundwater OU— | To obtain a CERCLA ROD | 100-BC-5 Groundwater OU' - } The RI/FS focused on the [ Groundwater. Groundwater. No vadose zone. | In accordance with Human health has a The assessment | | & Baseline risk s History matching } Current - * Input link from
Hanford Site Groundwater in 2009, - as it changes over time.  human health from ; . HSBRAM (DOBE-RL 1993) { complicaied uncertainiy end pointis the ; | assessment was for Composite congitions 160-B/C Pilot risk
Monitoring Project: Focused . . e t d For the 100-BC-5 For the 100-BC-5. No soil. vy Fri-P lysi h ‘I health of selected | done about Analysis : assessment
Feasibility Studics Task for Five | I+ If e do nothing what is | Inside the fence of the XPOSUIE [0 GrouncWater. | Aren includes near- | Area, includes near- : and agreement by Tri-Farty | analysis approach. calih of selected one about ¥ .| Future impacts
Groundwater Operable Units the impact? (go or no go) [ 100-B/C Area. For the 100-BC-5 Area, | shore environment, | shote environment, Agrecment unit Managers, | g, ooncentual model shows | TCoPOr 4 le(ears A80; ded, | ¢ River Component | outto 1,000 years | Qutput link to
- o (e.g., is there an includes eco-risk for near- | surface water, seeps, | surface water, seeps, four exposute scenatios are | oo systems affected: olll'g‘amsmslzzli .| ‘vpdates areneeded. § - g assessment [ oo e fink: | . 100/300 Area risk
POC (alt.): Tom Naymik unaccepiable human shore environment from | and biota. _{ and biota. evaluated — industrial, tiparian/terrestrial and their populations. | | Composite Analysis . v assessment
h gical i residential, recreational, and : i e Cumulative risk 1,000 years, _
{John Fruchter) health/ecological risk at groundwater and surface ’ ’ aquatic, : . . . . ;
' the Columbia River?) : agricultural. ’ o Hanford Site-Wide assessment then Composite |+ OQutput link to the
DOE: Arlene Tortoso : ' water (seeps). - ' Monitoring Program . Analysis river component
‘ 2. If there is an : No Tribal scenarios were " p* Qutput link: thereafter risk assessment
i evaluated. ¢ 100-B/C Pilot risk 1040 and 300 Area :
unacceptable risk, then i i
determiné which agsessment risk assessment = Input lm_k from
remedtial alternatives ' 200 EZSt
assessed in the FS are groundwater
protective. ¢ Input link from
3. What additiona} . 200 West
remediation is necessary? | groundwater
{Are additional remiedial e Output into
actions needed?) cumulative risk
: ' assessment
100-HR-3 Groundwater OU. To obtaina CERCLA ROD | 100-HR-3 OU including Human health and | Groundwater, seeps, | Groundwater. Excludes vadose | TBD - Ambient water quality Shoreline and & Hanford Site-Wide |» History matching |« Current * Outputinto
POC (alt.)i Jane Borghese in2012, shoreline. ecqlogicat impacts from | and shorelines. Shoreline and fiver zone. standards, MCLs, and existing | river aquatic ‘ Monitoring Program Kn‘ (for.nposite conditions cu;;:sl:i:leﬁ risk
DOE: Arlene Tortoso 1. If we do nothing what is groundwater and_ seeps. aquatic receptors. RAOs. ) receptors. | 100 and 300 Area - nalysis & Future impacts a§
. : the impact? {(go or ne go) Plume size and concentrations DQO and risk » Cumulative risk out to 1,000 years | ¢ Input link:
and source terms to assessment 100 and 300 Area

3. What additional

{e.g., is there ah

unacceptable human

- health/ecological risk at
the Columbia River?)
2. If there 15 an
unacceptable risk, then
determine which
remedial alternatives .
assessed in the FS are
protective.

remediation is necessary?
{Are additional remedial

actions needed?)

groundwater.

¢ Columbia River
risk assessment

assessment

» Timeframe link;
risk assessment
- up to 1,000 years,
then Composite
Analysis
thereafier

risk assessment

- Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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Appendix A - Risk Assessment Matrix - Rev. 0
~ Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary ‘
Project Title and Scope | What Decision s this Risk | _ ' Specific Scope s ccific Seone | Fuman Health Rigk | RISk Evaluation Methods | Ecologieal || Links and Inputs Oupke sl ¢ | Risk Evaluation |
Statement Assessment Supportin Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included P P pecilic Seop uinan & ea § and Models used in Risk Endpoints Needed from Other | = ooP ! Timeframe and § Integration Issnes
pporting _ : Included Exclusions Scenarios Used ' : ; ; to Other Risk . .
i : : . Evaluation Evaluated Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
. _ - . ‘_ ! Assessments - ]
LOG-]ERQ_ Saig}:nd)arateE:'c OU- [ To obtain Cl_ERCLA ROD in ':I’lle length of shoreline Irllit.ial eco-risk study is Aquatic and riparian | The length of Noupland areas | Not included. Rad: Exposures to biotic | Aquatic and = Hanford Site-Wide | History matching | » Current ¢ Cutput into
quatic an . lpa.rian o-risk 12014, The risk assessment | impacted by IOO-NR'—Z divided into two biota (e.g., vegetation, [ Columbia River and no human - receptors calculated using terrestrial biota, Monitoring Program |  for Composite- conditions cumulative rigk
Assessinent: 'Cup'ent near-shore for the F'S and proposed plan groundwa.ter contaminant ecological zones for study | invertebrates, fish, shoreline matching | health impacts RESRAD-BIOTA including ! Analysis assessment
?quatlc and riparian r:eceptor is cgnfantly schedutedto - plume_:s (diesel, and sampling purposes: birds, smalf mamimnals), | the extent of for the deliverable | methodology (ISCORS periphytons, ‘ = 1002nd 300 Arca o
impacts from cc_m_tam}n_ated _ bcga_n in 2G08. l?nrpose of | strontium-90, al}d metals) riparian and near-shore. soil, sediment, and groundwater phimes | in October 2005 1 2004); WAC 173-201A-260, |clams, sculpin; i DQO * Curm_llanve risk
tgi:‘?lila%wl\e}tirr originating fr(_)m the current eco-risk: defines t_he spatial " | water along the | originating from (specified in the . ‘| and comparison with Table II | and resident .‘ assesstent
: f ; -'ROD‘*a as d‘:ﬂg“’g ’R“‘." 1. Ts the current pump-and. | Povndaries of the study. shoreline and within | 100-N, and a width | interim ROD, as in WAC 246-221-290. ‘| riparian & 100 and 300 Area
12‘:)82'“ (D (as amended, April treat system adequate to ihe near-shore river defined by a river amended in "IN d: WAC 173' 240-900 vegetatioin. risk assessment
b protect eco receptors or environment willbe | depth of 2004). However, T;:?I:."IT 49.3 'screenir; vaiues: : _'1 00-NR2'
POC (alt.): Ve Johnson (2) shoud alternative sampled. approximately 1.8 m | sampling. WAC 173-340-7490 B * remedial
! o i i 6 i) and the steep consistent with . . . .
DOE: Mike Thomapson reme.chal actions be 16 ) terrestrial ecological ; investigation
considered? ' bank along the 100-N | huinan health evalnation procedures B
shoreline. “Thus, the | assessment will including wildlife exposure i
study zone is limited . | be accommodated 1. - - -
to a width of not to the extent r";?;gll; : ; ;fc:mlg‘;:;g:f_;;;g !
fn:sg $:§;£l$e possible, with other relevant WAC :
' water and sediment quality
criterfa and standards
1(e.z., Table 240(3) in !
WAC 173-201A). ;
Current groundwater '
contaminant concentrations :
[ from the Hanford Site '
Groundwater Monitoring i
Project, ongoing laboratory |
uptake study results, . \
operational data (e.g., NPDES
effluent monitoring data, crib i
waste records), computer 1
modeling and associated risk !
assessor capabilities.- i _
Secondary eco-risk study "  Near shore river Substrate grain size Determination ()_ﬁr None. ¢ Cumulative risk |* Current » Output into
addresses hyperheic zone. | substrate. distribution, hyporheic invert { hyporheic invert, assessment conditions cumulative risk
*| counting. presence/ : N ' assessment
R N : 100 and
populations. ; 300 Area risk
' ! assessment
| * 100-NR-2
{ remedial
; investigation
i
|
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POC (alt.): ‘' Tom Naymik

unacceptable human

environment from

biota.

riparian/terrestrial and

their populations,

+ Composite Analysis

risk assessment

Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix Rev. 0
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary i
R Project ﬁﬂe anti Scope’ ‘What Decision is this Risk o ; ' | i . S | ific S ‘ . i Risk Evaluation Methods Ecologiml ' Links and Inputs Ou{Llilnt;‘sRi?:vant Risk Evaluation
Statement Assessment Supporting Geographieal Scope Study Resolution . Media Incladed Sp i;n;‘c a c;pe Sl;;ml—'c beope I-Iusman I%ealgl If;-sk and Models used in Risk Endpoints ' | Needed from Other topo ther Risk Timeframe a.nd Integration Issues
R : - clnde xeinsions cenarlos Lse Evaluation Evaluated || Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
. . ) : : ; Assessments
100—KR-4 Groundw;_itc_a_r O :1‘0 obtain a CERCLA ROD' | 100-KR-4 OU including Human health and Groundwater, seeps, Groandwater. Excludes vadose |TBD Ambient water quality Shoreline and o Hanford Site-Wide { e History matching | « Current ¢ Qutput ipto )
POC (alt): Jane Borghesc in 2014, . - | shoreline. ecological impacts from | and shorelines. Shoreline and river | 200€- standards, MCLs, and existing § river aquatic Monitoring Program | for Corg:positc conditions’ cumulalm=E risk
DOE: Arlene Tortoso 1. If we do nothing what is groundwa@ and seeps. - aquatic receptors. RAOs. receptors. "l 100 and 300 Asea Analysis « Future impacts assessmen
- the impact? (go or no go) : | Plume size and concentrations | DQO andrisk o Cumulative risk out to 1,000 years { » Input Hak:
(e.g., is there an and source terms to ‘| assessment assessment . - 100 and 300 Area
unacceptable human groundwater. ' : ) » Timeframe iink: risk assessment
health/ecological risk at . | | * River Component 1,600 years then i )
the Columbia River?) i | risk assessment - Composiie s Input link: River
} : Analysis Component risk
2. Ifthereis an _ 1 ~ thereafter assessment
- unacceptable risk, then “ |
determine which .
remedial alternatives
assessed in the FS are
protective.
3. What additional © 1
remediation is necessary? s
{Are additional remedial |
‘ ) actions needed?) _
' EOG}FR&%’ Gro(t}x;ldwgter ou - Toz?)%tgin a CERCLAROD [ 100-FR-3 Groundwater OU- | The RV/FS focused on the | Groundwater Groundwater. No vadose zone. | In accordance with Human health has a The assessment | | » Baseline risk o History s Cutrent ¢ Input link from
anford Site Groundwater in . it ime. . . : Lo R i i inti : i iti 100 and 300 Area
Moot e w1 oottt | o i, [Fr 00RO A, [ For 007 A, | oo, |FSURAMDODL 1) \complised iy fendponein | asesmeter | meisglor | enditon | a0
Feasibility Studies Task for Five 1. If we do nothing whatis | Just inside the fence of the =Xp g " | includes near-shore includes near-shore T agreement by Tri-Party | analysis approach. 2 N ! lge“ one i An lpsis » Future impacts )
Groundwater Operable Units. the impact? (o or no go) [ 100-F Area. For 100-FR-3,includes - | environment, surface . | environment, surface gleciient UnIt MANAgES, |y, conceptual model shows receptor 4 i gears ago; ded 2y out to 1,000 years { » Output link to the |«
' (e-g., is there an - eco-tisk for near-shore. | water, seeps, and biota. | water, seeps, and four exposurc SCenarios ate | ., e systems affected: organisms and . | updates are needed |, piver Component | ... 1 River Component |1,
_ - evaluated: industrial, ¢ Timeframe link: | 00 o ot

John Fruchter health/ecological risk . restcdential, recreational, and . 1,000 years then
( e the Columbiﬁ Ra;v::”) “ ir;l::((isewztesg)and surface agticultutal. aquatic. +1» Hanford Site-Wide |+ Cumulativerisk | Composite * Input from
DOE: Arlene Tortoso . pey . . -1 Monitoring Pro assessment Analysis 200 East
: 2, I there is an No Tribal scenarios were ; & rogmm ' thereafter groundwater
unacceptable risk, then evaluated. I'l* 100 and 300 Area
* determine which i | risk assessiment * Input from
- remedial alternatives | 200 West
assessed in the FS are ! ‘ Groundwater
protective. : » Output into
3. What additiona} . cumuiative risk
remediation is necessary? ‘ assessment
(Are additional remedial :
actions needed?) i
' T
|
|
i
.
fE
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- Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix | Rev.0
_ Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary
: S . ' ' : ' ' . . ) 1. Links and : .
Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk | . : ci Speci : ; Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological /| Links and Inputs Risk Evaluation | .
d Statement P Assessment Supp o:tin; Geographical Scope Study Resolution  Media Included Sp(laclflicdSc:p ¢ Sl;; ml'ic 'Sc_ope ' Husman I{_ealg] Ifimk and Models used in Risk Endpoints Needed from Other 01t1(t)p gggegzant Timeframe and | Integration Issues
_ neluge pxciusions cenarlos Lise Evaluation Evaluated Risk Assessments Timeframe Links’
. - ) . ] - _ Assessments
300-FF-5 Groundwater QU — To evaluate the progress of | 300-FF-5: 300 Area Update the existing RVFS | Groundwater. Groundwater. No vadose zone. | In accordance with Eco conceptual model shows | 300-FF-5: The |} Baseline risk « History matching | » Current » Input link:
. - : ea P ; Ty g "
_Hanford' Site Gl:oundwatcr the existing ROD appreach | uraninm plume (including focused on the human Near-shore For 300-FF-5 Area No'soil (under HSBRAM (DOE-RL 1993) |two eco systems affected: assessmentend | asscssment was for Composite - conditions 100 and 300 Area
Mouitoring Project: Focused | {monitored natural - other contaminants of health from exposure to ; - g g L and agreement by TPA unit | riparian/ierrestrial and point is the health}  done about Analysis : i risk assessment
Feasibility Studies Task for Five | attenuation). To obtai i ) i environment, surface | includes near-shore | negutiations). ) ; . : - : ) * Futue impacts .
bility r attenuatio ) , na concern in the same area) as | groundwater, includes water. seeps. and biots. | envir at, surf: i managers, four exposure aquatic. of selected il 10 years ago; » River Ci t t to 1.000 e Output link to the
(_iroundwat,er Operable Units. final ROD in 2007. it changes over time, eco-risk for near-shore » SEEPS, : ’ fva\; :mrr;e 51 d ace .| scenarios are evaluated: : | receptor updates are needed . \lr{er ompo::tn o R YERLS Ri\:gr Component
| POC @alt.): Tom Naymik (John | 1. If we do nothing what js | including the 618-10and } environment from ot P industrial, residential, organisms and TSk asSeSent | o Timeframe link: | P
i £.): aymik (Jol . If we do nothing what is . biota. . : ! .~ i} The update for the L risk assessment
Fruchter) the impact? {go or no go) 618-11 Burial Grounds and | groundwater and surface recreational, and their populations. 300-FF-5 basel; » Cumulative risk 1,000 vears, )
" " (e.g., is th the 316-4, 600-63, and water (seeps). agricultural. DO-xE-0 BASEne 1 ssessment ihen Composite {« Input link from
DOE: Mike Thompson -8 153 ThEIC an ; : risk assessment, if o : ;

T P nacceplable h 600-259 source waste sites. . . . : . Analysis 200 East
unacceplable human No Tribal scenarios were required, will not thereaft dwat
health/ecological risk at evaluated. require additional ereatier grouncwater
the Columbia River?) Husnan health has sampling o Input link from

2. Ifthereisan ‘ complicated uncertainty - * 618-10 aud 618-11 20£u$e\3;ter
uuacce!}table ps_k,_ then analysis approach. Burial Grounds; & .
detcm.nne whlch_ : 316-4, 600-63, and « Qutput lick into
remedial ?tltemanves 600-259 source cumulative risk
assesse‘d in the F'S are - waste sites assessment
protective. 5 .
3. What additional ‘| » Compaosite Analysis
remediation is necessary? | » Hanford Site-Wide -
(Are additional remedial | Monitoring Program
actions needed?) it® 100 and 300 Area
I
) ] il risk assessment
100-B/C Pilot Pr.oject Bisk i To obtain a CERCLA ROD | The g‘eographjc boundaries . | The resolution of study is | Biota (e.g., vegetation, | Upland, riparian, and | Columbia River | Rural resident, Hanford Human Health: RESRAD Aquatic and .} = Hanford Site-Wide | History matching {« Current & Output into
Assessment: -.Thls P_rOjeCt in 2008. . f_or _ﬂns compone_nt are divided into three invertebrates,. near-shore river depths greater Reach National Monument | Version 6.2 (ANL 2001); terrestrial biota. ;| Monitoring Program |  for Composite conditions cumulative risk
addresses resndual risks to 1. Are current remedial llm.ltﬂd.to remediated liquid - | ecelogical zones for study | vertebrates, birds), soil, | environments of the | than 1.8 m (6 ft), | personnel, avid EPA 1989, 1991, 19%4a, o 200-BP-5 Analysis assessment
hun_1an health and the i actions adequate for waste sites in the upland and sampling purposes: - | sediment, and 100-B/C Area, and upland areas recreationalist, and Tribal 1994b, 1996, 1997¢, 2001c, ! Groundwater o Cumulative risk « Qutput link to
environment fr_om remes:}:ated protection of human and | 27688 of the 100-B/C Area, |upland, riparian, and ‘| emergent groundwater { associated Columbia | beyond subsistence (specific to each | 2002a, 2002b, 2004, | assessTnent 100-BC-5
CERCLA llgmd_ waste sites near eco receptors? the riparian zone, and the near-shore.. Risks at Columbia River River shorelines remediated lquid | Tribe). WAC 173-340. | Groundwater QU
the Columbia River edge of the : .| near-shore environment resuliing from human and | springs along the along thisarcatoa | waste sites within Bcological: EPA 19922, 1997a ‘ * Used as the
190—B/C Area of the Han.ford e)stending into the Columbia | ecological exposures are | 100-B/C shoreline and | depth of the 100-B/C 199'.”)81 19.98- WAC 173_3 40_’ t basis to develop s Input link from
Site. It evaluates protectiveness Rivertoadepthof 1.8 m | being evaluated across all | within the near-shore ) approximately 1.8 m -| Area, and use of ' 17490: 40 USC 300 ot seq - f the River 200-BP-5
{ of interim remedial actions and (6 ft). Thete is also an three defined zonés Tiver environment. (6 it). groundwater in 23 'U:SC 1251 ot seq.. 42qi‘JSC i Component risk groundwater
estabhsl}cs concentrations of upriver reference area within the 100-B/C Area. ’ areas outside of 7461 ct W Aéqi,73-3 A0 ! assessment
COPC§ in media that are {above Vernita Bridge) and | Groundwater use within the geographical { se e_ quéFR 141: “ - U od as th
protective of human and a downstream sample the geographical scope scope of this Z g q-;i d Approach for b N i ?;,— ﬂfe
1 ecological receptors. location (between the that is consistent with stady. E {a-:’- ,‘?pd- tion D 13?)?300 Ar
POC (alt.): Ken G 100-B/C and 100-K Areas) | identified exposure VOLUaTiE RaTerIOn LOSES ; .
(alt.): Ken Gano s . . A . to Aquatic and Terrestrial risk assessment
Tenifer Linville from which comparative soil | scenarios is also being L . : :
( er Linville) . ; Biota (DOE 2002); Effects of i
DOE: and biota samples have been | evaluated. Jonizing Radiation on Plants = 100-BC-5
: . -Iohn Sands .collcctec_!. andinﬁnals at Levels Implied groundsater
by Currént Radiation !
Protection Standards i
(IAEA 1992), :
Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 '
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix Rev. 0
_ !
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary ; _
o . : : ) . : Links and . : .
. . . e e . : - . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological Links and Inputs Risk Evaluation |
tle and § e . " Outputs Relevant " .
ije':ts’tl;lt;;?n cope WA]:ZZSE;E::: g i tl:st.l::s“ Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included SpeclﬁcdSc;pe Specliiic .Smpe Husmau H.eal‘t;l I:llSk and Modcls used in Risk Endpoints Needed from Other topOthcr Risk - Timeframe and | Integration Issues
; upporting : Tnclude - Exclusiops. cenarios Lse Evaluation Evaluated ‘| Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
- " . ' i Assessments
100 Area and 300 Area '} To obtain a CERCLA ROD Geographical scope includes | The resolution of study is | Biota (e.g., vegetation, | Upland, riparian, and | Columbia River | Rural resident, Hanford Human Health: RESRAD Aquatic and i Hanford Site-Wide |e History matc}iing . Cunel?t » Output i]JtO )

-1 Component of the Columbia in 2008 (proposed date). the 100 Area reactor areas, | divided into three inveriebrates, ) near-shore river depths greater Reach National Monument | Version 6.2 (ANL 2001); terrestrial biota -if Monitoring Program |  for Composite - conditions cumulative risk
River Baseline Risk Assessment: 1. Are cuirrent remedial the White Bluffs Townsite | ecological zones for study | vertebrates, and birds), | environments of the | than 1.8 m (6 ft), | personnel, avid EPA 1989, 1991, 1994a, (specific biota . 100-B/C Pilof fisk Analysis assessment
This project addresses residual actions adequate for (100-1U-2), the Hanford -and sampling purposes: | soil, sediment, and 100 and 300 Areas, | river shoreline recreationalist, Tribat 1994b; 1996, 1997¢, 2001c, [TBDin ! assessment « Cumulative risk » Output link to
risks to human health and the protection of human and Townsite (100-IU-6), and upland, riparian, and emergent groundwater | White Bluffs areas away from | subsistence (Tribal-specific ] 2002a, 2002b, 2004; DQO/SAP). ; assessment 100 Area
environment from remediated eco receplors? the 300 Area. The - near-shore. Risks at Columbia River Townsite (100-1U-2), | where known scenarios as provided), WAC 173-340. _ ; * 100-NR-2 eco-risk | _ groundwater
'CERCLA waste sites in the 100 ; | Columbia River along the | resulting from human and | springs along the Hanford Townsite contaminant - industrial worker (for Ecological: EPA 1992a, 1997a |s Collection of sail | * River Component )
and 300 Areas of the Hanford reactor aréas to a depth of | ecological uses will be shoreline and within (100-1U-6), and pluinies reach the | 300 Area). . 19975 19-98"W AC 173_3 40_’ and biota data tisk assessment + Output Iink to

-| Site. ‘It evaluates protectiveness approximately 1.8 m (6 ft} ~ ] evaluated across all three | the near-shore river - | associated Columbia ] river, notth bank 7490: :10 US’C 300 et seq.; ! de 30b-FF—5 300-FF-5
of interirm remedial actions and and matching the known Zones on a reactor-ared | environment are being | River shorelines of the river, use - 33 U:SC 1251 et seq., 42 I}SC i Groundwater groundwater
establishes concentrations of groundwater contaminant basis. evaluated. -1 along these areas and | of groundwater 7401 et seq. W. AC i'73_3 40 ; :

COPCs in media that are plumes where they reach the matching the extent | in areas outside et seq.: 40 C’FR 141 * 100 Area
protective of human and | river {excluding plumes that of groundwater of the A Ge;qa:ie d Approac " for groundwater
ecological receptors. are exclusively of 200 Areas plumes where they geographical Evaluating Radiation Doses

lroc @ny: Steve Weiss o g:.n) and groundwater use reach the river to a scope of this to Aguatic and Terrestrial

| enifer Linville) within the 100 and 300 depth of | study- Biota (DOE 2002); Effects of

DOE: John Sands : Areas that is consistent with approximately 1.8 m { - lonizing Radiation on Plants
N T 1 - .
identified exposure (6 ft). and Animals at Levels Implied
SCENArios. by Current Radiation
' Protection Standards
(IAEA 1992).
1
f
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix ! Rev.0
I
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary | ,
: ) i Links and .
ject Ti ; ision i< this ] . . . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological || Links and Inputs fevani RI.SR Evaluation .
Pm']ecgggfn?]f Scope “g;i;::::;f:? g;:;l::u]:;k Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Sp ;;ﬁﬁg:gp ¢ Slg:;f:lcs?:;pe H“ST:l?agﬁzlg; ::;Sk and Models us.ed in Risk Endpoints Ne?ded from Other Ottl(:pgtt;::,c;i:; T'I_‘lm?fl'amelflizﬂs Integration Issues
& o . ] . Evaluation N Evaluated R15k Assessments Assessments imeframe
Columbia River Component of . | What is the baseline risk of | Evaluate and summarize Data from locations Biota (e.g., vegetation, | Hanford Site Remgval/ Rural resident, Native Human Health: RESRAD TDB in DQO. :|e Composite Analysis | History matching | Cuns?gt'. = Input links from
the Columbiz River Baseline impacts to the Columbia existing data from the -above the Hanford Site invertebrates, contaminant data will | treattnent of river | American subsistence- Version 6.2 (ANL 2001); ' i, Hanford Site-Wide for Con?lpositc : conditions 200 Area
Risk Assessmeni: This project | River? upstream jurisdictional boundary (e.g., sediments | vertebrates), scil and | be reviewed and pipelines (specific to each Tribe), EPA 1989, 1991, 1994a, ! M?)nitorin Pro Analysis groundwater
addresses potential iisks to boundary of the Hanford behind the Priest Rapids | sediment from both the | evaluated to identify | extending from | recreational users (e.g., 1994b, 1996, 1997c, 2001c, i £ Frogram o Cumulative risk e Taput links from
human health and the Site (west of Vernita Bridge) | Dam) as well as other  -f shoreline and riverbed, | the potential for the reactor areas | hunters, fishers), Hanford | 2002a, 2002b, 2004; t}e 100-B/C Pilot risk assessment 100 and 300 Area
environment from Hanford Site- downstream to Astoria, potential sources to the and river waterand | exposure that may intothe - Reach National Monument | WAC 173-340. il assessment . groundwater
related contaminants released to Oregon, near the mouth of - | Columbia (e.g., lower emergent groundwater | affect human health | Columbia River | persomnel, research P it ' L
the Columbia River. It will the Columbia River. The portions of the Yakima at springs along the and the environment § (10(-Area and | scientists, and workers (6.8, - ]13;31705 ?;195%3;39 123333?%?’ 1 * :gg zgs;g&:;:a * Output I}nks_lnto
| identify concetrations of * | downstream boundary.of the {and Snake Rivers) will be | shoreline and within | as defined by 300 Area agricultural, fish hatchery, | 24090. 40 USC 300 ot seq; ‘: _ cumulative risk
"} COPCs and evaluate these characterization arca will be | evaluated to determine the river. ' CERCLA. Efforts Component tour boat drivers, dredg 53 U’SC 1251 et se q" 47 {J‘SC i assessment
against established standards of set at the farthest point at refercnce conditions. The will be made to scope), non- operators). - 7401 et seq.: WAC 173-340 i
protectiveness. which Hanford Site -~ { width of the stdy area identify contaminant |Hanford facilities f 561 40qEFR 141: ;
FOC (alt.): Tom Marcean contaminants exceed will be determined by the sources t_hrlough use - j(e.g., Bnergy AG ra‘c,i ed Approd ch’ for ‘
(Donna Morgans) b regu_latory standard.s (e.g., terrace system d.eﬁnmg of appropriate. _ NOl'ﬂ:lWESt, Evaluating Radiation Doses '
. ) ambient water quality the geological history and analytical methods Vernita rest area, to Aguatic and Terrestrial :
| DOE: John Sands criteria) and other flow of the Columbia for fingerprinting or | public boat Biota (DOB 2002); Effects of
. benchmarks (e.g., sediment [ River and will extend identifying isotope = | ramps), non- Ionizing Ra diatio:; on Plants
| screening values). along both banks of the markers. A baseline/ |{ Hanford and Animals at Levels Implied
Columbia River. It will background of water ' | developed areas " | by Current Radiation
include the near-shore quality and sediment | that may be | Protection Standards ;
and riparian zones not contaminant levels immediately - (IAEA 1992). o |
included within the 100 will be established adjacent to or on ?
-1 Area and 300 Area above the upstream | the H-3 river :
Component, and shore- boundary of the study | terrace {e.g., |
| attached and mid-channel area at known point |} portions of the
islands. Hanford Site source locations of City of ] i
contaninant irrigafion returns on - | Richland), all ;
concentrations and the Hanford Site and | NPDES- '
associated risks from al the junctions of the | permitted
media at points where Yakima and Snake | facilities (except
contaminants are most Rivers with the that some
likely to be present, Columbia. Only applicable :
including groundwater risks corresponding | discharge data
"| interfaces within the to Hanford Site may he '
* | river, sediments in contaminants willbe |reviewed), '
slower-moving portions evaluated. cumulative :
§ of the river channel (e.g., effects from non- !
sioughs; island point ‘ Hanford Site i
bars), and the McNary sources (e.g., :
Dam reservoir pool. | offsite mining,
pulp mill, and :
agricultural | o
impacts), White i
| Bluff landslide
‘| assessmients, land \
transfers, Natural i
Resource '
Damage \r
Assessments, and {
physical Ik
hazards/trash. ;
I~
|
!
|
]
|
' 1
1
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix

Hénford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary -

- . ! Links and. . .
ot T4 Wi i . : . : . . ; . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological Links and Inputs Relevant | Ri5K Evaluation
# Pru_]ects't[‘;tf,: fl:l:: Scope Assz;:;f;:? Is"is ﬂ;l:ﬁ;R:Sk Geographical Scope Study Resclution - Media Included Sptlazli:cdSc:l)pe S';,ec'tl—m ?cop e Husman Hiealgl lf]ls}( " and Models used in Risk Endpoints Needed from Other Oltl;p(l)lgerelfi:k Timeframe s{ud Integration Issues
. pportmg . : . clide PAciusions cendrios LUse Evaluation Evaluated - i| Risk Assessments Assessments | Limeframe Links
10 [Orphan Sites Project. Are all waste sites identified | 100, 300, and 600 Areas The first area to be + Surface soils Historical document | No digging or Excluded. None. None. | None. s Current None.
. . i -FU- -TU- . i i i ‘ ditions
POC (alt): Linda Dictz anc} addressed after remedial | (100-IU-2 and 100-1U-6) evaluated and completed | ) reviews and field intrusive ! assessments con 1
(Mikff Sc}leaub) actions? (in FY 2004) was the * Man-made features walkdowns. sampling. If :
DOE: Jamie Zeisloft Provides essential dita to fill 100-B/C Area. The * “Anomalies” such as anomaly is !
+ Jamie Zeisloit in gaps between the risk evaluation process disturbed soil or. ideritified, it is '
' assessment study ‘ included a historical distressed vegetation entered into
boundaries. document review {reports, , ) WIDS for fuither
photographs, drawings) | * ?PR is cog’P_lteted evaluation and
and a field watkdown in torse ected sites disposition.
900-m” increments. New :
sites are entered into the
WIDS database for
further evaluation and
disposition.
|
i
i
i
|
|
i
]
|
|
i
- j
]
R
|
[
I
i
!
7 i
!
]
I
'i'
]
|
!
) |
i‘
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: ) i
Lo . ) 1
_ Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary |
. - fsion is (his ¥ - | . T .. Links and . :
Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk i y . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological Links and Inputs i : Risk Evaluation
# . _ s . . § _ 2 t p : _ _
Statement Assessment Supporting Geographical Scape Study Resolution Mgdl_a Included p(Ialcllct;l‘cldSec;pe Sl;;fi::sis::spe H%T::ﬂﬁﬁ:lgls :E;SR and Models used in Risk Endpeints Needed from Other ngp ggg‘cllfi:;m Timeframe and | Integration Issues
: ) ' ’ : - Evaluation Evaluated || Risk Assessinents ) Timeframe Links |
| Assessments ]
, Hanford Site-Wide Assessments _ |
~11 ggﬁggﬁ;g ﬁ:::g::: :isT:fite- S:gtéoxﬁg\::er:;ﬁ';):cﬁve Ehf lHanfl?rd Site from Each of approximately - | Biota (e.g., vegetation, | The Hanford Site Hazardous Ruzal farmer, Hanford Human Health: HUMAN None. {| « Hanford Site-Wide |e 200 West = Past conditions | Input links from
e evaluation of the notential | disposed of at Hanford? att esnake Mountam to the | 1,000 waste _sm?s are 1nve_rtebratcs,_ ) from Ra.ttlcsnake chemigals and Reach National Monument | code. ;| Monitoring Program groundwater fromn 1944 River Component
; h o potentia sposed of at Hanford? Co]umb!a R.lver, and the represented individually | vertebrates, birds), soil, | Mountain to the ecological personnel, avid i : L : risk assessment
ongl-lr.ennh uman p calth impacts | g0 g0 imental question that ] Columbia River from | in the cumuiative - | sediment, proundwater, | Columbia River, and | impacts. recreationalist, casual || * 200 West + 200 East * Current '
mf ?h ypoél_etica_l ll%tllrt;. member supports all cleanup Vernita Bridge to the ) assessment.. The model | springs, seeps, the Columbia River ' recreationalist, and Tribal ! groundwater groundwater conditions ¢ Input links from
gom lfit?:d _ :: dl;c;sﬂt:l ::li]ilge ;ggases decisions. _ l&?zu?nﬂ_uence of the Yakima | used will simulate shoreline, near-shore | from Vernita Bridge subsistence (Harper and |+ 200 East ¢ River Component | ¢ Future impacts 1‘212 andes3 012 A:EE
tver. Hanford waste dig I v s Cj . i : il - . sk assessraen
e —— e [ (L ekt s md o). || gowdier | skt | 10000y
and air from multiple sources from 1944 to 10,000 years | ' | » River Component " | 100and 300 Area | °F SHE CIOSULE
?}Jﬁmg_the II,OOO-ye?rﬂFe?{odf after site closure. The {| risk assessment risk assessment e 1,000-yéar
cllowing closure of the Hanford i ; : 1
-| Site. B :::n?is ;:st;i:?nt WIItl £ all '} 100a0d 300 Area | @ IDF Performance ;zg: oz:ltory
. ¢ the impact of a ‘§  risk assessment Assessment
A Comiposite Anaiysis is - | waste sites from the | o
required under DOE M 435.1-1 Central Plateau boundary 1 100-B/C Pilotrisk - = S5T Perfonnapce
- | for active and planned low-level to the margins of the’ )| assessment Assessment
radioactive waste disposal study area. Risks |+ 100-NR-2 eco-sisk |« Tank Farms
facilities to ensure public safety resulting from human - ! . Performance
from the management of these uses of the air, water, land |+ WIDS Assessment
facilities. A Composite Analysis surface, and ecological | » HEIS ;
is defined as “a reasonably resources will be . IPO—B/C Filot
conservative assessment of the evaluated. . '_I‘ank waste risk assessment
cumulative impacts from active’ inventory
and planned LLW disposal mforrpauon‘from
facilitics, and all other sonrces ORP including
from radioactive contamination HTWOS and
that conld interact with the LLW - secondary waste
disposal facility to affect the stream split factors
dos_e_ to’ ,future merpbers of the » Inveniory estimates
public. for liquid waste
POC (alt.): Bob Bryce streams from Soil
(Charlie Kincaid) Inventory Model
DOE: . Doug Hildebrand s Solid waste
: | inventories from
'| Waste Management
/| Program
# IDF Performance -
;| Assessment
| « SST Performance '
- i Assessment
‘E o Tank Farms-
i1 . Performance
Il Assessment. .
|
[
" Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 |
_ | A-12
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Appendix A - Risk Assessment Matrix Rev. 0
!
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary. i o
' ; . ' i . ! Links and - ) .
© Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk . . . . 3 . Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological | Linksand Inputs Risk Evaluation . .
# " Statement P Assessment Suppartings Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Sp :ﬁﬁcfc&’pe Sl;‘fm;ic §cope Husman I-I.eal‘t;l I:IISk and Models used in Risk Endpoints . || Needed from Other O:lﬁpgﬁ;ﬁe}ﬁ:ﬁnt Timeframe and | Integration Issues
J i . : . netude LRCIUSIONS cenarios Use ' Evaluation Evaluated 1| Risk Assessments A Timeframe Links
. . ) . _ ssessments
12 | Cumulative Analysis of What is the cumulative The Hanford Site from Each of approximately | Biota (e.g., vegetation, | The Hanford Site None. Raral farmer, Hanford Human Health: HUMAN WAC 173-340; » Hanford Site-Wide |« Regulatory e Past conditions | Input links from
Chemical Impacts: This is an impact on the environment Rattlesnlake _Mountain to the | 1,000 waste sites are {invertebrates, from Rattlesnake Reach National Monument | code. Becker et al. ‘| Monitoring Program | decisions. from 1944 all other risk
assessment of th(? cul.nulau:ve. and human healt:h of Columbia River, and the represented individually. | vertebrates, birds), soil, | Mountain to the personnel, avid Ecological Tmpacts: ECEM 1998; DOE 1995, W : . ; assessments
impacts of ch?mlcal inventories hz!zardous_ chenticals that Columbia River from in the assessment. The sediment, groundwater, | Columbia River, and ! recreationalist, casual co og_llc a 1 PELC > f [ 1998; BpA 1998 /* 200 West ur;?r}
that fmll remain at Hanford at will remain at the s‘ite? Vernita Bridge to the ~ jmodel used will simulate - { springs, seeps, the Columbia River recreationalist, Tribal cogie ca cl?dates (;)?'e or ts f ' | groundwater conditions
the time of site closure to Fundamental question that  } confluence of the Yakima Hanford waste disposal shoreling, near-shore- | from Vernita Bridge subsistence (Harper and Hlll ox_lucl N fe;;gl WHETC : d or "'+ 200 East = Futare impacts
comple_ment :_h:? Composn-te supports all cleanup River. and-contaminant transport | river water, surface to the City of Harris, and Harris). “ ehni]t]: a{ 5 1 e Elis tion | groundwater 10,000 years
Analysis of radionuclide impact. | decisions. from 1944 to 10,000 vears | waier, and air. Richland. | Architecture allows evauai . : after siie closure
This analysis will also estimate after site closure. Risk : : to sﬁe—specnﬁc species as well N R.Jvcr Component :
ecglogical\ll (.iimcli)act lf)ro_m the assessment will examine ;i;?;f gﬁ:ﬂﬁgiﬁdﬁh@ | diskassesement ) :éguo?a-tyoer;r
radionuclide distribution impact of all waste sites’ ' » 100 and 300 Aréa’ .
predicted by the Composite frem the Central Plateau HUP! ‘?N CO?C' d]_i(llﬁl\_d I 'l risk assessment period
* | Analysis so that the combination boundary to the margins evalual lo.n of radia’ogica | ,
of this analysis and the : dose equivalent to Tier 3 ‘i » 100-B/C Pilot rigsk
nalysis and the . of the study area. Risks Juation in RESRAD Biota . :
Composite Analysis will provide resulting from human and E‘gET\/Imo:dmhi . ) l:gd assessment
?1ool§ at humzfn and ecological ccological uses of the air, o H fc d/% is 0?:. m}z;_c ‘1* 100-NR-2 eco-risk
impacts of radionuclides and water, land surface, and 0 Hanford/Colurnbia River i i
hazardouns chemicals left at : " data sets (WAC 173-340; « WIDS
ecological resources will . d i
: P{anfo_rd_ at the tiriie of site be evaluated. Et":lkz"of(’: 4&:!}.31;23; ?3“2502_ |e uEIS
closure. . : : i : : q . .
: N DOE 1995, 1998, 2002, 2004; | # Tank waste
POC (alt.): Bob Bryce Eslinger et al. 2004; EPA il inventory
{Charlie Kincaid) 1998, 2001a, 2001b; ISCORS ! information from
DOE: Doug Hildebrand 2004; Patton et al. 2003; | ORP including
’ . Soldat et al. 1974; Van Verst | HTWOS and
etal. 1998). || secondary waste
. . 1 stream split factors
i . Iﬁventory estimates
il forliquid waste
i1 streams from Soil
|| Inventory Model
Il e Solid waste
Il inventories from
| Waste Management
: ‘ Program-
| » IDF Performan_ce
!i Assessment
|+ SST Performance -
1 Assessment
o
1 ¢ Tank Parms
i . 1 Performance
- _ ] Assessment
|3a | ];;Iranfmd SiStE-Wilf_Ie Moniltor.ing Provides data fo;j risk . Entire Hanford Site: | Ambient water quality Groundwater. Plume sizeand - |Remedial actions | None. Ambient water quality H{ None. All risk » Historical-
| Program: Sampling, analysis, | assessments, studies, an standards, MCLs, and . . concentrations and | to support final standards, MCLs, and existin { s assessments.
and reporting of groundwater, decistons. Monitors for existing RAQs. Shore‘lmc and rives source terms to gmml:gwm, ' RAO:s. & E O_rphan sites * Cul‘ﬂ?l?t
vadose zone, seeps, and unknown or unaceounted _ aquatic receptors. sroundwater. ROD:s, . discovery process, conditions
shoreline. impacts on the environment ' : i
|Poc @ie): pNNL and hgman health at the site. :
DOE: Dana Ward  Provides essential data to fill i
* ] in gaps between the risk !
) assessment study '
boundaries. o
i
i
Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 !
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix ! Rev. 0
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary : o
Project Title and Scope What Decision is fhis kisk ; ' _ | Snecific § - - Ih Ri .k Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological | Linksand Inputs | tLi“t:‘SRi‘l‘d ut | Risk Evatuation
# Statemert Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included p;'c l]c d c:l)pe : Sl;fm:'ic §cope Husman Hiea :}1 l:l's and Models vsed in Risk Endpoints | Needed from Other 11013 (1)1 ther l:i:i Timeframe and | Integration Issues
: ' C Reinde *KCTSIOnS cenarios Lse Evaluation Evaluated | - Risk Assessments - Timeframe Links
. . _ : : ] : ) Assessments
: 1-3_b Hanford Site-Wide Monitoring. - { Do the risks to eco receptors Land north of Highway 240 | These studies would . | Surface soils aud Terrestrial ecological | Human health Excluded. Rad: Exposures to biotic Terrestrial biota .| None. All risk « Historical
Program: Ecological nsk' in the habitat ou.tmde the outside of the Central focus on areas outside of | terrestrial biota. receptors.. and groundwater. ' receptors calculated using including | orpi ; assessments.
. assessment for lands outside the | core zone and River Plateau and the River known waste sites. This- i RESRAD-BIOTA vegetation i rphan sites ‘ c“m.ﬂ!t
Cenq*al Plateal_: anq the River Co;ridor require remedial Corridor. would include eco methodology (ISCORS 2004), | inverts, an::l mice.; discovery process. conditions
Corridor baseline risk actions? _ impacts from orphan sites WAC 173-201A-260, and I
assessment scope. Provides essential data to fill and airbome deposition comparison with Table Il in
"POC (ait.): PNNL in gaps between the risk ;J;ftsldz the':ore zon¢ and WAC 246-221-290. '
DOE: Dani Ward assessment study Sk ase ;rs"m:,ftga’"_’me Non-rad: WAC 173-340-900; |
: boundaries. ' Table 749-3 screening values;
| WAC 173-340-7490
terrestrial ecological
evaluation procedures
including wildlife exposure
model; and comparisons with
: . reference sites. _
- 13¢ | Hanford Site-Wide Monitoring | Do the risks to eco receptors Lands west and south of These studies would Surface soils and Terrestrial ccological | Human health - | Excluded. Rad: Exposures to biotic Terrestrial biota | None. Allzisk + Historical
Program: Ecological risk in the habitat outside the Highway 240. focus on areas outside of | terrestrial biota. receptors. and groundwater. receptors calculated using including . 10 : asscssments.
assessment for lands west and | core zone and River known waste sites. This ' RESRAD-BIOTA vegetation, rphan sites : e Current
south of Highway 240. - Colrridor requirc_ remedial would include eco methodology (ISCORS 2004), | inverts, and mice. discovery process. conditions
POC (ait.): PNNL actians? - imgac_:t.‘v; fromdofpha_n sites WAC 173-201A-260, and '
, ' Provides essential data to fill and aitborne deposition | . } comparison with Table Il in
DOB: Dana Ward in gaps between the risk '-ﬂRl}tsm;:: the_(cioreb zonr: and WAC 246-221-290.
| assessment study sisk mssoremente Non-rad: WAC 173-340-900,
boundaries. : . Table 749-3 screening values;
WAC 173-340-7490 :
1 terrestrial ecological :
evaluation procedures i
including wildiife exposure '
model; and comparisons with :
reference sites. il
: : _ _ 200 Area Risk Assessments . _
14 | 200-BP-5 Groundwater OU~ [ To obtain a CERCLA ROD 200-BP-5 groundwater OU - [ The RVFS focused on the | Groundwater. Groundwater, No vadose zone. | In accordance with Human health has a _ The assessment e Baseline risk « History matching | This ground- e Output link:
| Hanford Site Groundwater in TBD. as it changes over time. human health from . HSBRAM (DOE-RL 1993) | complicated uncertaint end pointis the | assessment has for Composite water OUmay | 100 and 300 Area
Monitoring Project: Focused ' ; For the 200-BP-5 For 200-BP-5 Area, | No soil - Y v ‘ ; ;
FeasibilitygStu ci]ies '.Task for Five 1. If we do nothing whatis | 200-BP.5 OU and norih exposure to groundwater. |, a, includes near- includes near-share and an agreementby analysis approach. health of selected |  been done about Analysis dry ont risk assessment
Groundwate i the impact? (go or no go) | through the Gable Gap to | For the 200-BP-5 Area, | shore environment, environment, surface Tri-Party Agreementunit * | g o oncenmal model shows | TECSPL 10 years ago; e River Component { « Current » Output link to the
roundwater Operable Units. ¢ is th h gy ; T | : managers, four exposure P organisms and /| wpdates are needed P ik . .
. ) e.g., is there an the Columbia River. includes-eco-risk _for near- | surface water, seeps, water, seeps, and BE1S, D . iwo eco systems affected: . lations. P i =2 | risk assessment conditions River Componeni
POC (alt.): Tom Naymik unacceptable human shoré environment from - | and biota. biota. scenarios are evaluated: riparian/terrestrial and their populations. | Composite Analysis . C * risk assessment
(John Fruchter) healtt/ecological risk at groundwater and surface . industrial, residential, aquatic - ] ” |+ Cumulative risk | Future impacts )
DOE: Arlene Tottose the Columbia River?) water (seeps). recreational, and ' 1'» Hanford Site-Wide | assessment out to + Output link from
. " ; . L i . ! itori 1,000 years 200 West
. 2. If theré is unacceptable B {agncultual. - |- Momarius PIOET |+ 100 and 300 Acea - groundwater
risks, then detérmine No Tribal scenarios were : ! risk assessment |e Timeframe link:
which remedial evaluated. ' | . 200 West 1,000 years, * Output into
alternatives assessed in - | oundwater ‘then Composite cumulative risk
the FS are protective. \ &r _ Analysis assessment
3. What additional thercafier
remediation is necessary? + Timeframe link
(Are additional remedial to 100 and
actions needed?) 300 Area risk
* : assessment River
Component risk
assessment
- ‘(current
| conditions vs.
i future plume
.emergence into
river)
- Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 |
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Appendix A - Risk Assessment Matrix Rev. 0
o - !
i
. E |
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary
Project Title anid Scope What Decision is this Risk Snecific § ' . - - Risk Evaluation Methods | - Ecological E Links and Inputs | tLint:SRTlld ; | Risk Evaluation
# Statement Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included pifllc;:i d:;pe Slgﬁ;sis;&p ¢ H'g:::ﬂgﬁ:l:?s ;JSk and Models used in Risk Endpoints | | Needed from Other ltlopg ther R?;in Timeframe and | Integration Issues
: : - Evaluation Evaluated !{ Risk Assessments A Timeframe Links
- - i N ) . | i ssessments : . '
15 Iz_lg?l'f];% 1Slcter %ﬁﬁﬁ:gy - ;'Ir‘lo'l?ll;gm a CERCLAROD | 200-P 1(1)“1 groundwater OU | The RYFS focused on the' | Groundwater. } Groundwater. No vadose zone. - | In accordance with Human health has a The assessment | { o Baseline risk * History matching | Current. e Output link:
i Monitoring Project: Focused BD. ) as it changes over time. -Human health from For the 200-PO-1 For the 200-PO-1 ~ | No soi: HSBRAM (DOE-RL 1993) comp]i_cabed uncertainty end point is the assessment was tor Corflposue conditions 1'00 and 300 Area
| Feasibility Studies Fask for Five | 1+ 1f e donothing what is | 200-PO-1 OU and all areas exposure to groundwater. | ;. 5 oudes near- Areu, includes near- and an agreement by analysis approach. health of selected | done about 10 years {  Analysis « Future impacts risk assessment
Groundwater Operable Units, Ehe m}p&:ﬁt? (go orno go) fto the east b‘_atween it and the For the 200-PQ—1 Area, |shore environment, shore environment, TmY;;lf;ﬂgg's ﬁ;ﬁrut;eél;(el‘l)_tsﬁxt Eco conceptual mode] shows rOic?t)lti(sn;.n o agozl ucll)dates are « River Component |  outto 1,000 years |+ Output link to the
o (alt): Tom Naymik e.g., is there an Columbia River. includes eco-risk for near- | surface water, seeps,  { surface water; seeps, £eLs, 1o lp red: two eco systems affected: | thg' ation needed risk assessment |, oo oo | River Component
¥ ymi unacceptable human shore environment from | and biota. and biota. SCemarios are cva uated: riparianfterrestrial and €I POPUIANODS: | o omposite Analysis | - L " | risk assessment
{John Fruchter) heaith/ecological risk at groundwater and surface ) industrial, residential, aquatic. _ s Cumulative risk 1,000 years, ] i
DOE: Arlene Tortoso the Columbia River?) water (seeps). recreafional, and agricuitural- . Hanf_orq Site-Wide assessment -then Cc_omposnte * Output link from
2. If there is unacceptable No Tribal scenarios were Monitoring Programt | ;1 and 300 Area szgsf’::r zogugli\sr;ter
risks, then determine evaluated. cbe 200 West risk assessment g
which remedial _ i groundwater « 200-PO-1 | Timeframe link |= Qutput int_o
alternatives assessed in - i to 100 and cumulative risk
. the FS are protective. goundwater 300 Arearisk . assessment
3. What additional * 100 B/C ctibs assessmfmt + Input link from
remediation is necessary? # River Component [ 200-TW-1 and
(Are additional remedizl . risk assessment 200-TW-2
actions needed?) (current S
' ' conditions vs.
! future piume
f emergence into
) . ! river)

1 %gg;g::&i’:’;g;iﬁz 1(1)tU ;floz%%tgm a CERCLA ROD igg"‘%f’-l» including the These studies will These studies will This study will No ecological Exposuré scenarios as Human heath impacts will be | Eco risk is under!‘ e Composite Analysis | * Composite » Current’ * Output link to the
Supporting CERCLA RUFS . * c:calstlAr'ea. Ho_wever, S:valuatg human health ?valuatc humqn health pmdl?t basel}ne risks receptors defined in HSRAM- based on risk assessment negotiations. (risk assessment Analysis (risk conditions river is TBD
Prosess: This project will be 1. If we do nothing what is e model will predic} thf_: impacts from use of impacts resulting from | associated with SAC | irapacted by (DOE-RL 1996) scenatios. | methods embodied in the SAC. | Future potential { | and modelingisa assessmentand | Future impacts | Input link from
F s ect w the impact? (go or 1o go) movement of contamination | growndwater between the | use of groundwater. modeled groundwater | groundwater For risk estimated within the | The SAC makes use of the link to the \ subset of the modeling is a out to 1,000 vears | 200 East
assessing the baselmf‘f ns}( thaf (e:g. is there an to the boundar_les of the core { down gradient of the OU | Could also require an | contamination at one | contamination core zone, will consider the | Human Health Risk Assessment | Columbia River Composite Analysis) | subset of the utio LER Y ndwater
groundwaer contamination will unacceptable human zone, boundaries of the boundary in vicinity of | ccological impacts worst-case location | prior to it industrial and recreational | Module (Human Code risk assessment. | Composite o Timeframe link: | EC"OWE
pose to human health ifno healt/ecological risk at | Conital Plateay, as well as to | the 200 West Arez to the | (under negotiation). (e-g., PFP), core zone | reaching the scenarios. Outside of the | Version 3.0 [Eslinger 2004]) | * Central Platcan Analysis) 1,000 years, » Input from all
:i(;tllcoa:ls ;::::n t:]ﬁe‘z.i liI‘;i!?elaia:lstzhne the Columbia River?) the Columbia Baver. The Columbia River. boundary, and " | Columbia River. ' | core zone, evaluate to estimate cancer and ) ‘ waste sties o Cumulative risk then C(?mposite CcntrallPlateau
consideration the contaminatt 3. 1 there is an scope predominantly Central Plateau However. if agricultural and residential | noncancer risks to humans from } |+ Hanford Site-Wide |- A Analysis waste sites

ceration the contamination i 2 . . addressc§ movement and boundary, as well as e scenarios. contaminants in the study :{ Monitoring Program thereafter : .
that is cutrently in the - unacceptable risk, then changes in the plume over to the Columbia groundwater ) region. Water Quality i - ) ¢ Quiput into
groundwater as well as the determine which remedial | time in the upper unconfined River. The scope contamination Scena.’nos are further Stam da:r ds/Metrics: s{e 200 East » Timeframe link cumulative risk
contarnination that vadose zone alternatives assessed in - [ aquifer, pr edominan tly does reaf:h tl_lc described in the September 40 CFR 141 ‘ ‘1 groundwater " to 100 and. assessment
models predict will eventuatly the FS are protective. ) addresses movement C()llllflbla River, |1999 Letter Report (BHI : _ i 300 Area risk
reach the groundwater (includes |3 Whas additional ~ in the upper : .what is the 1999), Otper.references for | Depth-discrete groundwater | assessment
CERCLA source units and tank remediation is necessary? anconfined aquifer. 1mpa§:t?. Not  {the scenarios 11:Eclude the sz‘\mple-rcsults-to .clefi'ne three- i « River Component
farms as sources of (Are additional rcmcdial‘ ' certaln‘ if ) Hanford Site R:sk_ ] dimensional distribution of ‘ ok aseseooment
contamination). actions necdod?) ecological qsk Assessment Methodology COCs, Ky apalyses on key . (enrrent
POC: Mark Byrnes _ ’ assessment is (DOE-RL 1995) and COCs, gquer testing (c.g., | conditions vs.

o required CRCIA, Part 1L (DOE-RL slug testing) to define aquifer f 1
DOE:  Arlene Tortoso {currently under | 1998a). o -{ hydraulic characteristics, : uture plume -
| nigotiation) P { other hydraulic and transport ] emergence imto
- All scenarios referred to . .y o P i river)
above are part and have been mpu.tsf g, effect_n:fe |
parameterized for the ' porozg:yi b;gl:ﬁi?:ilitzyé total !
o ; porosity), i
To 99, t{}f)f_tll';eg(fgg "t | distribution data, STOMP and ;
Cr, and nitréte) ,within the : CI?EST modeling results ‘
current SAC risk using SAC. t
framework. However, some N
specific risk data/ '
information will need to :
developed for others such as E
TCE and others that may :
need to be evaluated.
|
-
Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 |
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. . i
: i
|
_ Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary ‘ _
R _ - _ ) . L Links and . .
" Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk -Spedi eci ' § Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological | Links and Inputs Relvant | [isk Evaluation .
# Statement Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Sp;::;l:l'i::lds:;pe Sli‘cc(l:lﬁcsi_cop ¢ Husman H-ealitjh I:;SR and Models used in Risk Endpoints || Needed from Other Oﬁnggere;i::n Timeframe and | Imtegration Issues
. ! - : R xcinsions cenarias Use Evaluation Evaluated || Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
. ‘ ] N ) ! " . Assessments
17 ZOO-Z.P-I (;imundwater ou. '.I‘o obtain a CERCLA ROD 200-ZP-1, including the These studies will These studies will only | This study will No ecological Exposure scenarios as Human heath impacts will be | Bco risk will be J\ ¢ Composite Analysis » Composite » Current * Ontput link to the
Base]me‘ Risk Assessment in 2008. 200 West Arlea. Ho_wever, evaluate human health evaluate human health | predict baseline risks | receptors defined in HSRAM . { based on risk assessment evaluatedif || (risk assessment Analysis (risk conditions River is TBD
Slfpport_mg the CE:RCL:i\ RIUFS 11 1rwedo nothing what is the model will predlc_t the impacts from use of impacts resulting from | associated with SAC | impacted by (DOE-RL 1996) scenarios. | methods embodied in the contamination || and modeling is a assessmentand | Future impacts | » Tnput link from
Piwegs. This project \’?l]l be the impact? (go or 1o go) movement of contamination groundwater between the | use of groundwater. modeled groundwater | groundwater For risk estimated within the | SAC. The SAC makes use of Jreaches theriver || subset of the modeling is a outtol 000 years | 200 East
assessing the baselmF risk that (.8, is there an to the boundar}es of the core | down gradient of the OU | Could also require an . { contamination at cne | contamination core zone, will consider the | the Human Health Risk (under 1| Composite subset of the ’ groundwater
groundwater contarngauon will unacceptable human zone, boundaries of the -| beundary in vicinity of ecological impacts worst-case focation | prior to it - | industrial and recreational Assessment Modiile (Human | negotiation). |  Analysis) Composite o Timeframe link:
pose to human health 1_f no health/ecological risk at Central Plat_eau,_as well as to | the 200 West Area to the | (under negotiation), (e.g., PFP), core zone | reaching the scenarios. Outside of the Code Version 3.0 [Eslinger '|'e Central Platean Amnalysis) 1,000 years then |+ Input link from all
action were taken._ This b_asehnc the Columbia River?) the Colunbia _Rwer. The Columbia River. boundary, Central Columbia River. |core zone, evaluaie ‘| 20041} to estimate cancer and _ ente et . Cumu.lative - Composite " Central Platean
risk assessment will take into 3 M there i © scope predominantly | Plateau boundary, as However. if | agricultural and residential | noncancer risks to humans (| Waste sies assessment - Analysis waste sites
::;;s;;iz;ﬂ;l:;lth © cg:ltammatlon [ ﬁ&:ﬁ;lﬁ!;zﬁﬁg:‘a:lc a_lclldresses mgvel;lent and well as to the gronn dw.';te . scenarios. ; from contaminants in the -1+ Hanford Site-Wide thereafter s Outputinto
in e » 1 . - . . ) ! PP
y which remedi Coanges ™ the plume over Columbia RWFI* The confamination Scenarios are described study region. Water Quality 1| Monitoring Prog: ¢ Timeframe link cumulative risk
groundwater as well as the remedial time in the upper unconfined scope predominantly 3 Standards/Metrics: :
| contamination that vadose zone alternatives assessed in | aquifor, _ addresses movement does reach further in the September. 40CFR 141 - | 200 East to 100 and assessment -
models predict will eventually _ the FS are protective. in the unper Columbia River, | 1999 Letter Report (BHI i groundwater 300 Area risk :
reach the groundwater (includes |3 What additional ancon ﬁgg d aquifer. - 't what is the 1999). Other references for | Depth-discrete groundwater assessment
CERCLA source units and tank |~ diation i QUIEET: impact? the scenarios include the sample results to define three- « River Component
farms as sources of rgme Z’(;}Cf“ is necessary? - | Hanford Site Risk dimensional distribution of risk asse ssfnent
contavnination), { tr'e a 1t$1;;lqremedlal Assessment Methodology. | COCs, Ky analyses on key (current
i aclions needed?) {DOE-RL 1995) and COCs, aquifer testing (e.g., - conditions vs
POC: Mark Byrnes CRCIA, Part I1 {DOE-RL slug testing) to define aquifer future lumc'
DOE: Ariene Tortoso 1998a). hydraulic characteristics, i emergepn ce into
All scenarios referred to ?the: hydrau]_lfct:_ al:id transport river)
above are part and have been npuis t(e.%’l:c dec ‘.’f total i
prmecsd et |0 bl o
majority of the COCs (e, | Ll data, STOMP and
Te-99, U, 1-129, H3, CCL4, CREST modeli ssults
Cr, and nitrate} within the . tth A%lng rese
current SAC risk using te e ;
framework. However, some ' ]
| specific risk data/ |
information will need to }
developed for others suchas r
TCE and others that may !
. . . ) ) need to be evaluated.. '
| 18 | Central Platean Ecological Risk | To support a CERCLA ROD | All Central Plateau shallow | Ecological risk Eco-risk to shallow Includes terrestrial Excludes haman | Excluded. See Central Rad: Exposures to biotic Terrestrial biota ‘ * Recent '_ * 200 Arca waste |» Current = Output link to
.| Assessment. by TBD. zone soils. assessment used to soil (Otod6m[0to }ecological receptors. | health and Piatean human health risk | receptors calculated using including 'l reconnaissance sites RI/FS conditions ] COmPQSHC
{POC (alt.): Roy Bauer 1. Do the risks to cco evaluate remedial action | 15 ft]) and biota. grouidwater assessment. | RESRAD-BIOTA vegetation, ' ; o . Analysis
(Randy Ryti, Neptune and receptors require at the 200 Area waste : evaluation. methodology (ISCORS 2004), | inverts, mice, and * ﬁiﬁgﬂr‘&;:wde * Tank_c}osure EIS | . Outpilt link to
Company) remedial actions on the sites and to assess eco WAC 173-201A-260, and lizards. ‘ o e ] Z s History cunulative risk
bOE: B Fol " waste sites? systems health in Central - comparison with Table ITin i1 Tank farms matching for. " assessment
: Bryan Foley 2 Do tho sidks s Platcau. _ | WAC 246-221-290. o Composite
. 0 eco : - \ i i
receptors in the habitat : Non-rad: WAC 173-340-900, | ! Analysis . ) 'g)alotp:;;;nk “
outside the core zone Table 749-3 screéening values; i : ¢ Cumuiative risk ' oundwater
require remedial actions? WAC 173-340-7490 : : assessment &
terrestridl ecological |
evaluation procedures I‘ _ * ZOD-A:Iea tér
including wildlife exposure : : . groundwater
model; and comparisons with y
reference sites. i
{
|
i
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary |
| ProjectTitleand Scope | What Decision is this Risk - [ Risk Evaluation Methods |  Ecological | Links and toputs Linksand | pioypoaluation
sion is 5 o . ’ i i i s .
# Statement Assessment Supportin Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Specific Scope Specific Scope Human H.calth Risk and Models used in Risk Endpoints : Needed from Other Outputs Rele.vant Timeframe and | Integration Issues
. : ] _ i Included Exclusions Scenarios Used - I to Other Risk . . -
: . ) Evaluation Evalmated. || Risk Assessmenis Assessments Timeframe Links
19a %VOO-C‘QI‘-_I: Central Plat_eau :I'o obtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-CW-1 waste site soil Human hezith risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- -~ | Primary scenarios include Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk  Hanford Site-Wide |* 200 Area . Cﬁrrent s Qutput link to
. aste Sites (completed). in TBD. from tﬁ m (15 f?f to the assessment used fo evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial onty inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be 1| Monitoring Program | Groundwater conditions 200 Area
- |POC (ait.): Mary Todd 1. If we do nothin g what is groundwater interface. evaluate remedial action | impacts resulting from | from 4.6 m (15 ft) zone with industrial STOMP. evaluated. | . . Groundwater
(Roy Bauer) the impact? (go orno go) at the 200 Area waste use of soil only. deep down to No grm{n_dwater, | unrestricted surface outside " che‘.hal; ® Cenqal Platean | Future impacts A
' i & st : o Tiparian, oo ' investigation eco-risk out to 1,000 years { « Output link into
DOE: Bryan Foley (e.g., is there an Ties. groundwater biota, no upland | ¢ Z0M¢: i sampling . . ' Composite
unacceptable human interface. soil (River | Intruder driller i * History Analysis
health/ecological risk?). Corridor). S ) : _ matchmg fc_)r
. What additiopal - ® Gardener in cuttings | ggn:pgsslte
remediation is necessary? ¢ Intruder trenches : Analys
{Are additional remedial . : : » Cumulative risk
actions needed?) - * Reereational . ' assessment
¢ Native American (Harper ;
" and Harris) :
Secondary scenarios for !
information include rural i
resident farmer outside the
e i = ) | core zone. ] ' _
19b EVOO-T&;"-I: Centrall Plzi_teau To obtain &8 CERCL.A ROD 2.00-CW-1 waste site soil Human health risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenatios include | Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk ‘| » Hanford Site- Wide | ¢ 200-PO-1 s Current » Quipat link to
asie Sites (completed). }in TBD. from 43.6_ m (15 f?f to the assessment used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only instde core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be i Monitoring Program | groundwater conditions’ 200-PO-1 -
3 : +:. | groundwater interface. evaluate remedial action | i t lting from | fi . - . ith i i ? . i : . '
POC (alt.}: Mary Todd 1. If we do nothing what is 00 et A 1mpacf: ] r_?su 1mg om | from 4.6 m (15 ft) No groundwater, zone w;th industrial ‘ STOMP. evaluated |+ Remediat o 200 Area o Future impacts groundwater
(Roy Bauer) the impact? (go or no go) 1 €A waste use of soil only. deep down to 110 riparian, no unrestricted surface outside § . | investigation groundwater out to 1,000 years | o Output link to
DOE: Bryan FOlEy (ﬂ.g., is there an sites, _groundwater biOtﬂ, no Lll’)lﬂlld core zane. . i samp]jng , 200 Area
: unacceptable human interface. soil (River o Intruder driller i * Centeal Plateau groundwater
health/ecological risk?) Corridor). eco-fisk .
S + Gardener in cuttings \ ¢ Outpuf link into
. What additional ~ - e History Composite
remediation is necessary? ¢ Intruder trenches matching for An alpsis
(Are additional remedial e Recreational Composite 4
actions needed?) _ Analysis
. . glagxl\:; ::il;l)(.sncan (Harper . S;::;‘;g té:f risk
Secondary scenarios for : '
information include rural
| resident farmer outside the
. ; core-zone.
19¢ %VOO-CW~5: Central Plateau To obtain a CERCLAROD [ 200-CW-5 waste site soil Human health risk  These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios include Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk - e Hanford Site-Wide |« 200 Area ' |* Cwrrent |+ Output link to
aste Sites (completed). inTBD.. from 4(11.6 m (15 ftr)f to the assessment used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Fature impacts modeled using | will not be Monitoring Program | groundwater conditions 200 Area
POC {alt.): Mary Todd 1. If we do nothing what is- groundwater interface. evaluate remedial action | impacts resulting from | from 4.6 m (15 ft) ; ) zone with industrial STOMP. - evaluated. o . : groundwater
(Roy Bauer) the impact? (go or no go) at the 200 Arca waste use of soil only. }deep down to No groundwater, unrestricted surface outside * Bemet:'hal. * Central Plateau | @ Future impacts oy
: i sites : : 1o riparian, no investigation eco-risk out to 1,000 years | » Qutput link into
DOE: Bryan Foley (e.g., is there an - : groundwater biota, no upland | OT¢ 200€- sampling ‘ ‘ : Composite
: S unacceptable hyman - interface. soil (River -~ - | Tntruder driller - - * History matc_:hmg Analysis
health/ecological risk?) - [ Corridor). A for Composite '
. What additional - _|* Gardener in cuttings Analysis
remediation is necessary? e Intruder trenches » Cumulative risk
_ (Are additional remedial « Recreational assessment
actions needed?) . .
¢ Native American (Harper
and Harris)
Secondary scenarios for
N informatien include roial
resident farmer outside the
core zone.
: —— |
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Sumniary

Rev. 0 |

Links and

Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk . ! : : - 3 . Risk Evaluation Metheds Ecological Links and Inputs . Ri‘sk Evaluation o
# Statement P, Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Spelzcﬂ‘licds::l)pe Sl;;.mllic Scope Husman [-I-ealgl %‘Sk and Models used in Risk Endpoints || Needed from Other Oﬁ%‘:;::e;:i:zm ‘Timeframe and | Integration Issues
' ’ ) . : ' i e “ mxcusions cenarios Use Evaluation Evaluated ] Risk Assessments Assessments Timeframe Links
19d 200—CS-.1: Central Plateaun To obtain a CERCLA ROD" | 200-CS-1 waste site soil | Human heaith sisk These studies will only | Risk to haman health ] Bxcludes eco- Primary scenarios include | Sereen using RESRAD. Ecological risk- . } ¢ Hanford Site-Wide ® Current = Qutput link to
- { Waste Sites (completed). in TBD. from 4.6 m (15 ft) to the agsessment used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be f Monitoring Program |  Groundwater conditions 200 Arca
. . : roundwater interface. val i i i i . ith i i ) : .
{Roy-Bauer) ?eleg ln:spiﬁte ? {20 or no go) sites, - : _ Y- grogn dwater | mo riparian, no Core Zone uiside ' || investigation out to 1,000 years | » Output link into
DOE: Bryan Foley e e an z biota, no upland ' ' sampling . . ' - Composite
unacceptable human interface. soil (River » Tntruder drilier L * History matching Analysis
health/ecological risk?) Carridor). Gard : i for Composite :
in cutti :
2. What additional | ¢ Bardenerin cuttings e :
remediation is nebessary? o Intruder trenches o Cumulative risk
(Ar.e additional remedial- e Recreational assessmeqt
actions nceded?) -
& Native American (Harper
| and Hagris).
Secondary scenarios for
information include rural
resident farmer outside the
' L. COre zone. .
19e 200~P\P\‘7:2: Central Plateau To obtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-PW-2 waste site soil Human health risk These stadies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- | Primary scenarios include | Screen using RESRAD. Ecologicalrisk |« Hanford Site-Wide * Current « Output link to
[ Waste Sites (completed). in TBD. -1 from 4.6 m (15 ft) to the assesstent used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be i| Monitoring Program |  groundwater - conditions 200 Area
. ., . oundwater interface. i i i i ; ith 1 i : o ) i
POC (alt.): Ma,-y Todd 1. If we do nothing wha is gr er interface Z:?;t;a;g;ezﬁlﬁaﬁzon :Téazdf:tss (:'icl:s;lﬁmg from grom ;&.6 m t(15 1t) No groundwater, zone \t:uﬂtl ?du:fmal i STOMP. evaluated. ‘ o Remedial o Central Platean |+ Future impacts groundwater
(Roy Baugr) 21;2 un'ge:;t? (go ot no go) sites nly. gs:gnd_c;’“::ero 1o ripatian, 1o zg::sz Ollcl:ee surface outside investigation out to 1,000 years | « Output link into
DOE: Bryan Foley £~ 15 Ihere an : ' 1 biota, no upland ) sampling . . Composite
. unacceptable human interface. soil (River o Tateuder driller l » History matching Analysis
health/ecological risk?) Corridor). } for Composite
2 What d ditional « Gardener in cuttings ;
. af additional - | o
remediation is necessary? « Intruder trenches S » Cumulative risk
(A{e additional remedial o Recreational ; assessment
actions needed?) |
: » Native American (Harper |
andHarris). i
Sécondary scenarios for !
information include rural i
resident farmer outside the
. core zone. | _
19f U Plant: Central Plateau Waste - fI‘o obtain a CERCLA ROD | U Plant soil from 4.6 n | Humsn health risk These studies will Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios include Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk ‘ « Hanford Site-Wide |e 200 Area’ ® Current * Qutput fink to
Sites (completed). inTBD. - ' (15 ft) to the gronndwater | assessment used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be | Monitering Program | . groundwater conditions 200 Area
: . " .. | interface. i ion |i i : ith i i ' ! S R :
POC. (alt:): Mary Todd 1 If we do nothing what is ace zr:x}l]t;a;(e] écfrz??iaz;izon LT;JZ;E: c,rg:;ulimg from firom 3.6 m t( 15 1) No groundwater, zone mﬂt] gldu:fmal a STOMP. evaluated. o Remedial o Central Platcau | Future impacts groundwater
| (Roy Baver) Ehe 1rr_1pz:§t? (go or no go) sites. oy gfgfl’n Svater no riparian, no * | PRSP SSRGS outside 1. investigation  outt0 1,000 years | ¢ Output link into
DOE: Bryan Foley &-8.» 15 there an ; biota, no upland : sarapling - . . Composite
o R ET L -unaccepiable human - interface. soil (River - o Intreder driller ‘ _H]?t(}l'y matching Analysis
health/ecologicat risk?) : Corridor) o derin ‘ for Composite
e . - Gardener in cuttings
2. What additional .
remediation js necessary? ¢ Intrnder trenches ¢ Cumulative risk {
, (Ar_e additional remedial o Recreational assessment
actions needed?)
# Native American (Harper
and Harris).
Secondary scenarios for
"1 information include rural
resident farmer outside the
COTe ZOne. )
g
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary

Links and

May 2005

] Project Tifle and Sco. e What Decision is thi . ) . . : s Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological Links and Inpuis Risk Evaloation
# Jecsmt::ni?]t P A;sessfnc:::to g;;p]zl:hlfligs : Geographical Scope Study Resolution -Media Included Sp::.;lt;:c dS c;bpe Slg::f ¢ iS_cop ¢ HHST:: ﬁi:lgls ::;Sk and Models used in Risk Endpoints .| Needed from Other Oltlotpgzlslgfl]fi‘;im Timeframe and | Integration Issues
. . C o clude uslons enar Evaluation Evalnated | Risk Assessments A i Timeframe Links
. ) . . . : S Ssessinents ]
[19g| 100 B/C_ Cribs: Central Platean :I‘o obtain a CERCLA ROD | 100 B/C cribs soil from Human health risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios include | Screen using RESRAD. Beologicalrisk 1 » Hanford Site-Wide | 200 Area * Current * Qutput link to
Waste Sites, in TBD. 4.6 m (15 ft) to the assessment used to evaluate haman health | of impacis to soil | risk. industrial only inside core Future impacts modeled using | will not be | Monitoring Program oundwater conditions 200 Area
: : dwater interf: 1 dial acti i i y ith incinst # ' & Ground
(Roy Bauer) the impact? (go or no go) . ' b P no riparian, no . ed surtace : | - investigation out to 1,000 years:| ¢ Output link into
(e.g., is there an sites. groundwater . core Zone. | . . . ) p
| DOE: Bryan Foley £ Tterfa biota, no upland . | sampling o History matchin Composite
. unacceptable butnan ce. soil (River ¢ Intruder drilter P bl Analysis
health/ecological risk?) Corridor). . . i or Composite :
e # Gardener in cuitings :
2. What additional ) o
remediation is necessary? * Intruder trenches » Cumulative risk
{Are additional remedial « Recreational assessment
actions needed?) o
¢ Native American (Harper
and Haryis)
Secondary scenarios for
information include rural
resident farmer ontside the
: ) ) ) . core zone, :
19k 200-LW‘-1: Central Platean Ta obtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-LW-1 waste site soil Human health risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios include | Screen using RESRAD, Ecological risk  {e Hanford Sitc-Wide ¢ Cumrent + Quiput link to
| Waste Sites. T in 2008. from4.6 m(i5ft)tothe | assessment used to evaluate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be Monitoring Program |  Groundwater conditions - 200 Area
‘o . : ; oundwater i 3 luai ial acti i ing \ ) ) ithi i , . . ) . . 3
ROy MayTotd 1. e doming s (PO el eion it ring o | om A0 05D | o g, [ Sl | STOMP WL, Renidal |+ ConlPien [+ R mpus | ST
(Roy Baucr) Ehﬂ lﬂ}PaEf? {go or 10 o) sifes L groundwater no ripatian;no  f - = investigation out to 1,000 years | » Output link into
DOE: Bryan Fole €.8., 15 there an ' ; ' biota, no upland ' sampling ) N Composite
¢ Sty unacceptable human interface. soil (River e Inruder drilfer * History matching Analysis
T health/ecological risk?) Corridor). ) ] for Composite
- e ¢ Gardener in cutiings
2. What additional - :
remediation is necessary? .| ® Intruder trenches s Cumulative risk
(Are additional remedial a Recreational assessment
actions needed?) o
o » Native American (Harper
and Harris).
Secondary scenarios for
information include rural
| resident farmer outside the
. o : _ core zone. )
1911 200-MW-1: Central Plateay To obtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-MW-1 waste site soif | Human health risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios include | Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk ~ |« Hanford Site -Wide « Current = Output link to
Waste Sites. in TBD. from 4.6 m {15 ft) to the assessment used to evaluate human health - | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core Future impacts modeled using | will not be Monitoring Program oundwater conditions 200 Area
d t [ rf l . . « . p . N Y . : g - . gr . N
POC (alt): Mary Todd - L. If we do nothing what js | groundwater interface. e:ilhuaztgse;edml a(:t:on rmpa(;ts I:‘;Sllltlmg from fimm :.6 m (15 ft) No groundwater, | 2" with t;xdu:ftnal ] STOMP. evaluated,  Remedial o Central Platean |+ Futurc inpacts groundwater
(Roy Bauer) the impact? (go or no go) at the ea waste use ol soil enly. | deep cown to no riparian, no - | Uirestneted surface outside investigation out £ 1,000 years | Qutput link into
: (e.g., is th sites. groundwater . - COIE Zone. el ! .
| DOE: Bryan Foley -6+ 15 Lhere dn . interface. biota, no upland . sampling o History matchin - Composite
- S unacceptable human ; soil (River -{= Intruder driller : for Ty mAICIIng. Analysis
' health/ecological risk?) : Corridon). ] ) or Composite
: . » Gardener in cuttings
2. What additional ) : ) .
remediation is necessary? * Intruder trenches + Cumulative risk
(Are additional remedial  Recreational assessment
actions needed?) . : -
: o Native American (Harper '
and Harris).
Secondary scenarios for
* information include rural :
resident farmer outside the !
core zone. l
j
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary _
. Prolect Tifle and Scope | What Decision is this Fisk . » ' i Rk | RiskEvaluation Methods |  Ecological '|. Links and Inputs 6lei::skst'l‘g;m Risk Evaluation
# ] Statement P Assessment Sipportin " Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Incladed Sp ;m;lc Scope S]Ec:_:llic ‘S(_:ope : uSman H.ea U ds and Models used in Risk Endpoints Needed from Other top() ther Risk Timeframe and | Integration Essues
pporting : nclnded xclustons cenarios Use Evaluation Evaluated Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
o - : - : Assessments .

19 2(_)0-IS-1: Central Plateau Wasté { To cbtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-1S-1 waste site soil from ] Human health risk ‘These studies will only | Risk to mman health | Exclndes eco- Primary scenarios include | Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk « Hanford Site-Wide ] ¢ 200 Arca = Current = Qutput link to
Sites. in 2008. 4.6 m (15 ft) to the assessment used to evaluate human health { of impacts to soil risk.. industrial only inside core | Futnre impacts modeled using { will not be i1 Monitoring Program |  groundwater conditions 200 Area
POC (alt): Mary Todd 1. ¥ we do nothing what is grpundwater interface. evaluate remedial action { imipacts r.esultmg from |from 4.6 m (15 ft) No groundwater, zong w_lth industrial ) STOMP. evaluated. ‘ o Remedial o Central Platean | Future impacts groundwater

| (Roy Bauer) the ilr_lpact? (go or no go) :1t t:;l;e 200-Area waste use of soil only. ‘ deep c(iiowxz to 110 ripatian, no unrestricted surface outside I investigation eco-tisk out to 1,000 years | » Qutput link into
DOE: Bryan Foley (e.g, is there an ' ?;felfgc‘:a “ biots, no upland _ | °°¢ #0n 1| sampling s History matching Compaosite
_ . una;:ccptable human : soil (River = Intruder driller - i for Composite Analysis
health/ecological risk? idar). L : . :
: ) & ) Corridor) & Gardener in cutiings ; Analysis
2. What additional ' . o | ) e
- remediation is necessary? ¢ Intruder trenches | * Cumulative risk
(Are additional remedial » Recreational ; assessment
actions needed?) B
s Native American (Harper
and Harris). :
. Secondary scenarios for
information include rural
resident farmer outside the
: . - . core zole. : ' -
19k { 200-UR-1: Central Flateau To obtain a CERCLA ROD | 200-UR-1 waste site soit Humau health risk These studies will only | Risk to human health | Excludes eco- Primary scenarios inclade | Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk ' |« Hanford Site-Wide | 200 Area ¢ Current * Output link to
Waste Sites, in1-2008. | from 4.6 m (15fiytothe | assessmentused to evalnate human health | of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be | Monitoring Program | Groundwater conditions 200 Area
POC (alt): Mary Todd 1. If we do nothing what is groundwater interface. ev?llluaztgéemedml action | impacts r‘esulting from |from 4.6 m (15 ft) No groundwater, Zone w-ith industrial ) STOMP. evaluated. i o Remedial o Centeal Plateau | Future impacts groundwater
(Roy.Bauer) the im_pact? (go or no go) 2;&: Area waste use of soil only. g:;gn%oﬁ;: no riparian, no ggi:sztgséed surface outside ‘1 investigation eco-risk out to 1,000 years |« Output link into’
DOE: Bryan Fole {e.g., is there an ) : biota, no upland T ‘| sampling . . _Composite
4 Y unacceptable human interface. soil (River o Intruder driller ' ¢ ;—(I)lrstgx‘;ymn;t;l:leng Analysis
health/ecological risk? idor). . :
veco .3 ) Corridor) » Gardener in cuttings ‘ Anaiysis
2. What additional A
* remediation is necessary? ¢ Intruder trenches [ * Cumulative risk
(Ate additional remedial o Recreational ! assessment
actions needed?) . : ) |
. » Native American (Harper i
and Hartis), B
Secondary scenarios for \
information include rural !
resident farmer cutside the g
. _ core zone, ;
191 | 200-SW-2: Central Plateau - | To obtain a CERCLA ROD . | 200-SW-2 waste site soil Human health risk These studies will only | Rigk to human health | Excludes eco- . [ Primary scenarios include Screen using RESRAD. Ecological risk - | Hanford Sitc -Wide [+ 200 Area » Current * Qutput tink to
- | Waste Sites. . in TBD. _ from4.6m (15 ftytothe . |assessment used to | evaluate human health ( of impacts to soil risk. industrial only inside core | Future impacts modeled using | will not be i Monitoring Program | groundwaier - conditions 200 Area
POC (alt.): Mary Todd 1. If we do nothing what is groundwater interface. eva}lluate remedial action | impacts r'esulting from |from46m{15ft) No gmun.dw ater, zone W.l‘;h_ industrial ‘ STOMP. : evaluated: i « Remedial o Central Plateau |+ Future irpacts groundwater
(Roy Bauer) the in}pact? (g0 or no go) :itt;se 200 Area waste use of ;011 only. deep ddoqul to 1o riparian, no ungst::c;cd surface outside '] investigation eco-risk outto 1,000 years | o Qutput link into
DOE: Bryan Foley (e.g., is there an ’ ig; :];g‘lacta er biota, no upland [ €97¢ 200¢- | sampling « History matching ComPO_Site
: . unacceptable human vt soil (River 1o Intruder driller i for Comgosite Analysis
ST ‘health/ecological risk? idor). .
g;ca. risk?) : Comdor) « Gardener in cuttings - : Analysis
2. What additionai ] . | -
remediation is necessary? * Intruder trenches ; * Cumulative risk
(Are additional remedial e Recreational 5 agsessiment
actions needed?) . .
+ Native American (Harper
and Harris)
Secondary scenarios for
- information include rural
resident farmer outside the
cote Zone.
: |
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary F
_ . ) . ) - . e . . Lo . ' Links and ' - ;
: Praject Title and Scope What Decision is this Risk | , ' ci i th Ri Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological | | Links and Inputs Risk Evaluation
# ] Statement. P Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Stirdy Resolution Media Included Sp;cllcfli:l:dsec:pe Sll';:::il-:::s;?sp ¢ H%T::ﬂgﬁ‘;lg;::lmk and Models used in Risk Endpoints - | Needed from Other Olsng:’:leRreEgm Timeframe and | Integration Issues
' ' : Evaluation Evaluated | | Risk Asséssments Assessments | Timeframe Links
. . i . . !

. ]
_ Tank Waste Activities. _ ]

20 | 5-SX FIR (completed; 1. Determine remediation of [ $-8X WMA (southern Plume from individual - | Groundwater pathway. ] Vadose zone to Airand intruder | Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional STOMP ! None. ! [ None. « Succeeding FIRs | » Current Awaiting TRD
RPP-7884). S-8X WMA. portion of the 200 West leak or spiff, groundwater to pathways Unit Dose Factors for calculations for vadose zone | o RFI soll conditions -
POC (alt.): Frank Anderson 2. Determine if additional Arca). . Columb_ia River, with | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank and nearby gronndwater. ‘I rollup e Futare impacts
(Fred Mann) characterization beyond emphasis on WMA | Ecological. Peiformance Assessments | Distance groundwater model ; » IDF Performance for 10 005 ears

that planned is required. . fenceline. assessment (Rittmann 2003) is strearm tube based on ! Assessment SRy
DOE: Rob Yasek e éxcluded. . | Hanford Site Groundwater ! Y TWRPs
Wastes other Model. Dose, ILCR, and : s
than past leaks or hazard index used as metrics. » Closure Plans
e . _
excioded. * SST Performance
’ Assessment
o Tank Farms -
Performance
Assessment .
» History matching
for Composite
] _ _ : Auajysis )

21 | B-BX-BY FIR {completed; 1. Determine remediation | B-BX-BY WMA (northern | Plume from individual [ Groundwater pathway. | Vadose zone to Air and intruder . | Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional STOMP [ None. | Built on previous * Succeeding FIRs |+ Cnrrent Awaiting TRD.
RPP-16098). of B-BX-BY WMA. portion of 200 Bast Area). | leak or spill. groundwater to pathways Unit Dose Factors for calculations for vadose zone i | FIRs. « RFTrollup conditions
POC (alt.): Frank Anderson 2. Determine if additional Columb‘ia River, with excluded. Hanford Waste Tank and near-by groundwater. - | P |+ Future impacts
(Fred Mann) characterization beyond emphasis on WMA E_c‘ologlcal Performance Assessments Distance groundwater model I "{ » IDF Performance for 10 000p ears
DOB: Rob Yasck that planned is required. fenceline. assessment (Rittmann 2003) is stream tube based on i Assessment SRy

: o excluded. '| Hanford Site Groundwater !
7 Wastes other Model. Dose, ILCR, and ‘ s TWRPs .
than past leaks or hazard index used as metrics. ! * Closure Plans
- : i
zg'c]]l‘fdr: f | ¢ SST Performance
: 1[ Assessment
! s- Tank Farms
' Performance
| Assessment
. | » History matching
i for Composite -
_ . ‘ Analysis
22 }T, TX-TY FIR. 1, Determine remediation [T and TX-TY WMAs Plume from individual Groundwater pathway. | Vadose zone to | Airand intruder | Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional STOMP None. - | Built on previous « Succeeding FIRs { # Current Awaiting TRD.
" 1 POC (altd: Frank And of T and TX-TY WMAs: | (norther portion of leak or spill. . groundwater to - pathways Unit Dose Factors for caiculations for vadose zone i {FIRs. «conditions :
(alt.): Fra CISon ; g . - : : + RFI rollup
(Fred Mann) 2. Determine if additional. | 290 West Area). Columbiz River, with | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank and nearby gronndwater. - | Future impacts
DOE: Rob Yasek characterization beyond emphasis on WMA [ Ecological Performance Assessments | Distance gronndwater model * IDF Performance for 10 ooop ears
: as h di : fenceline. .+ | assessment (Rittriann 2003) is stream tube based on Assessment ALY
] that planned is required.
: _ ) excluded. . Hanford Site Groundwater « TWRP
‘| Wastes other Model. Daose, ILCR, and s -
than past leaks or hazard index used as metrics. » Closure Plans
xcluded f * SST Performance
' i Assessment
: « Tank Farms
. Performance
i Assessment
i Co
| « History matching
f for Compogite
! -Analysis
i
|
1
!
|
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Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary _
Project Title and S . What D R1 . ' . | Risk Evaluation Methods Ecological Links and Inpufs Links and Risk Evaluation
rojec e and Scope - at Decision is this Risk . I i oci i - : : .,
# ! Statement v AsSi 11 Sy ; Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Incladed Specific Scope . Specific _Scop € Human I-I_ealth Risk and Models used in Risk - Endpoints | Needed from Other Outputs Rele.vant Timeframe and | Integration Yssues
Aatem ssessment Supporting - Included -Exclusions Scenarios Used y : i s - to Other Risk N g
. ) . : Evaluation Evaluated | Risk Assessments . Timeframe Links
: . . | Assessments
23 A-AXIC[U FIR. ) 1. Determine rem;-diation A-AX and C WMAs | Plume from individuat Groundwater pathway. | Vadose zone to Air and intruder | Exposure Scenarios and ~ | Two-dimensional STOMP. None. - : Built on previous * Succeeding FIRs | ¢ Current Awaiting TRD.
POC (alt.): Frank Anderson of A-AX, C,and U . | (castern portion of 200 East | leak or spill, groundwater to pathways Unit Dose Factors for calculations for vadose zone - | FIRs. : conditions
(alt) o . - : » RFIrollup
{Fred Mann) WMAs. Area_t) and U WMA (central Columbia River, with | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank and nearby groundwater. i ; » Fature jmpacts
DOE: Rob Yasek 2. Determine if additional | POTtion of 200 West Area). emphqsis on WMA | Ecological Performance Assessments | Distance gronndwater model ! + IDF Performance for 10 OG&J years
" g characterization : fenceline. assessment (Rittmann 2003) i5 stream tube based on i Assessment A
beyond that planned is excluded. Hanford Site Groundwater
required. - Wastes other Model, Dose, ILCR, and * TWRPs
than past leaks or -| hazard index used as metrics. « Closure Plans
e ¢
. ’ | Assessment
: o Tank Farms
Performance
Assessment
. I-Estdry matching '
for Composite
. Analysis
24 |RFIRollup. _ Determination for All SST WMAs. Plume from individua] 1 Groundwater pathway. | Vadose zone to Air and intruder | Exposure Scenarios and Mainly summary of above None. e FIRs « IDF Performance | ¢ Current Awaiting TRD.
POC (alt.): Frank Anderson remediation of SST WMAs. leak of spill. gmlund;ratei: o pathwne}s }fm’t Dos;V Factors_)i)r FIRs. | : Assessment conditions
(Fred Mann) Columbia River, with | excluded. Harnford Waste Tan . I . : . ‘
DOE: Rob Yasek emphasis on WMA . | Ecological Performance Assessments | * TWRPs * * E;itllug(;gmg a:asrs
¢ ROD Yase fenceline. . assessment (Rittmann 2003). i » Closure Plans Y
exchuded. : ;
Wastes other | * iST Performance
; ssessment
than past leaks or ‘r :
spill are : e Tank Farms
excluded. | Performance
! Assessment
J' « History matching
| for Composite
. : _ _ i Analysis’
25 | 2001 ILAW Performance Qonstructior} ‘pf Il_..AW ILAW disposal facility ILAW package for Groundwater, air, and | ILAW. Limited Exposure Scengrios and "T'wo-dimensional release Limited. |2 .1998 ILAW < Succeeding IDF |e Current
Assessment (completed; disposal facility. (south-central part of reiease; facility level for | inadvertent intruder. ecological Unit Dose Factors for | calculations (STORM). ‘| Performance assessments conditions
: ggg;/g{]:épégtﬁ)o-ﬂ and 200 East Area). vadose zone and assessment. Hanford Waste Tank Vadose Zoné: two- Asscssment - |+ Future impacts
- ). . : groundwatef transport. . Pe.rfar_'mance Assessments ditnensional using VAM3D. : 1 for 10,000 years
IDF Performance Assessment. (Rittmann 2003). . . o :
_ Groundwaier: Hanford Site
POC: Fred Mann groundwater model. !
DOE: Phil LaMont . .
26 {IDF Risk Assessment (complete; | Construction of IDF. IDF (south-central part of Waste package level for {Groundwater and ILAW, Category 1 Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional release -| None. e 2001 LAWY « Sacceeding IDF | e Current
RPP-15834). . 200 East Area). refease; facility fevel for | inadvertent intruder. (LLW) and assessment Unit Dose Factors for calculations (some use 1 Performance ‘assessments conditions
IDF Performance Assessment. vadose zone and . . Category 3 waste-  -{ excluded. Hanford Waste Tank chemically reactive analyses[ ‘ Assessment « Future impadts
O Fred M groundwater transport, (LLW and MLLW). Performance Assessments STORMY], while others are : - for 10,000 vears
PO - red Mann (Rittmann 2003): analytical); vadose zone: : ’ ¥
DOE: Phil LaMont two-dimensional using :
VAM3D; gronndwater: |
Hanford Site groundwater :
model : !
|
- |
i
Kl
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~ Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary o .
Project Title and Scope | What Decision is this Risk ' '- Specific Se | Specific S | Human Health Risk Risk Evaluation Methods | Ecological | Links and luputs OutLlilnt:l:s Rae?grant Risk Evaluation
# Statement Assessment Supporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included p;c cIc d cl;)pe l;;cd < i cope usl:l:n o Us ds and Models used in Risk Endpoints - | | Needed from Other toPO ther Risk Timeframe and | Integration Issues
. : n uae xelusions nacios Lse Evaluation Evaluated | { Risk Assessments Timeframe Links ‘ )
. | . 1 Assessments
27  Down Selection Risk Type of Supplement ILAW. | IDF (south-ceniral partof | Waste package level for | Groundwater and 1ILAW, Supplemental | Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional release = | None. i |e 2001 ILAW o IDF Performance | e Current
Assessment (complete; 200 BEast Area). release; facility level for | inadvertent intmder. ILAW, and " |assessment Unit Dose Factors for calculations (some use !{ Performance Assessments conditions
RPP-17675). vadose zone and secondary waste from | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank chemieally reactive analyses Assessment e Foture impacts
IDF Performance Assessment. groundwater transport. their production. - : Performance Assessments | [STORM], while others are « IDF risk assessrent o llli)eOO (?years
. i 2 . ical). . ?
POC: -Fred Mana (Rittmann 2003} _anglytlcal) :
. ' i Vadose zone: two- !
DOE: Phil LaMont - dimensionat using VAM3D.
Groundwater: Hanford Site
. . , _ groundwater model, |

28 | IDF Performance Assessment. | Operation aud closure of the {IDF (south-central partof | Waste package level for | Groundwater, air, and | ILAW, Supplemental | Limited Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional release TBD. L= 2001 ILAW + TWRPs e« Current
POC: Fred Mann IDFE. . 200 East Area). release; faci_]jty level for | inadvertent intruder, ILAW, Category 1 ecological Unit Dose Faciors for calculations (some tse "t Performance » Closure Plaﬁs conditions
DOE: Phil LaMont vadose zone and (LLW) and analysis in initial | Hanford Waste Tank { chemically reactive analyses i| Assessment - o Future impact

- FRE on groundwater transport. Category 3 waste | versions. Will Performance Assessments [STORM], while others are o DFrisk * SST Performance for I;l(-)e(;{)(;’ ﬂz:f
: (LLW and MLLW). |build ot Central |(Rittmann?2003). snalytical). g asscssfnem Assessment SO years

Platleal} 1 risk ' Vadose zone: two- ; D locti  Tank Farms

ccolagical ris ) dimensional using VAM3D. -] * Down selectson Performance

assessment. . i{ risk assessment Assessment
: Groundwater: Hanford Site : : SSESSH

groundwater model. « History matching
: for Composite

S _ _ J Analysis

29 | TWREs. _' Tri-l"arty Agrecme?nt Usually a single tank ora Hypothetical tank leak  { Groundwater pathway. | Vadose zone to Ecological - | Exposure Scenarios and Based on existing analyses. None. i{s FIRs ¢ Closure Plans * Current
POC (al(): Mike Connelly requirement: Retrieval of anall npmber of tanksina  |and amount of resid}ie. groundwater. asscssment Unit Dose Factors for Goal is that it will be based on e wmac |+ SSTPerformance conditions
(Fred Mann) waste from a set of tank single farm. Also analysis of entire excluded. Hanford Waste Tank Ecology tank farm (SST and | Performance Asséssment e Future impacts

i farm components. WMA. Reésults are based : Performance Assessmengs | tank farms) performance Ae n ’ for 10 505
DOE. Bob Lober on existing analyses. (Rittmann 2003). assessments. i ss_essment ¢ Tank Farms or 1o .ycars
i : : | |* WMA S/8X Risk Performance

1 Assessment (goalis| Assessment

| forthesetobea A .
subset of the SST [ * [ty malching
Performance Anal sisp
Assessment and ANy
Tank Farnis
Performance

) o _ Assessment) )

30 | Preliminary Performance What is the impact to the C Tank Farm (northeast Each tank and spill ~ Groundwater, air, and | Vadose zone to Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional STOMP None. * S/SX FIR & Closure Plans e Current @ 85T Performance
Assessme:}t for _WMA Catthe |human health clospre of corner of the 200 Bast Area). [ considered. Residual inadvertent intruder -groundwater to -assessment Unit Dose Factors for calculations for vadose zone e B/BX/BY FIR’ le SST Veri conditions Assessment
Hanford Site, Washington C Ta.nk Farm? The waste in infrastructure pathways. Columbia River, with [ excluded. Hanford Waste Tank and nearby groundwater. : Ass © oﬁraﬂw v Future i " « Tank C1 EiS
(DOE/ORP-2003-11). | requirements address treated on farm basis. o emphasis on farm | Performance Assessmengs - | Distance groundwater model essme for l;‘:éggj acts Ak b losure
POC (alt): Mike Connelly RCRA, CERCLA, and DOE ' : fénceline. | (Rittmann 2003). * {is stream tube based on » Tank Farms AT YEAS 1o Tank Farms
(Fred Mann) 0435.1. i ' ’ Hanford Site Groundwater i ‘Performance ' Performance

. Model, Dose, ILCR, and B Assessment Assessment
DOE: Bob Lober i : ! .
. Lo Vh.azarq index used as metrics. : » History matching e Composite

for Composite Analysis
Analysis

1

i
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 Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary

Links and

: i P, . . . . ' o N Risk Evaluation Méthods Ecological . Links and Inpuats Risk Evaluation
t Dy H . i . B ‘ ‘ t] el . .
Pm-’“g;{::;fﬂf;f Scope vxl;zess;:;ﬂf Sl::;:l:ﬁl}ll;k Gengraphical Scope Study Reselution Media Included Sp :Cﬂ:c:(;?pe . Specltl‘ic .Scupe Husman H.eallt?sg::‘c’k and Models used in Risk Endpeints: : | Needed from Other Oltlopgg‘el}. Rei:im Timeframe and | Integration Issues
: ' ' ' : nclude Exclusions cenarlos Evaluation Evaluated '{ Risk Assessments A Timeframe Links
. ) _ ) ) - i ssessipents
Risk Assessment_s for Closure, What is the impact to human | Usually a single tank or a Components inside the Groundwater and Vadose zons to - Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Based on existing analyses. Initially none. ! {'» Tank Farms None. ¢ Current * 88T p_effgnnance
Plans; Close individual health from closure of tank  { small number of tanks ina | WMA (based on existing [ inadvertent intruder groundwater to assessment Uinit Dose Factors for Goal is that it will be based on | Later versions | | Performance conditions Assessment
components of tank farm farm components (including | single farm. - | analyses). pathways. Columbia River, with | excluded in Hanford Waste Tank Ecology tank farm (SST and | TBD. ‘| Assessment .
systemns. ' 85Ts, DSTS, pipelines, and ' emphasis on each. | inifial versions. | Performance Assessments | tank farms) performance | : * Puture impacts e Tank Closure EIS
associ i . N N . i 1 & S8T Performance for 10,000 years .
ey ssociaied facilities). The : . : WMA fenceline. Will build on (Rittmann 2003). assessments. R : : + Composite
POC (alf): Mike Connelly . : - Assessment (this s
Fred Mani) requirements address : : Central Platean . ) . Analysis
(Fred B . : g '] assessmentis really L
RCRA, CERCLA, and DOE Ecological Risk T
DOE: Bob Lober 10 435.1 i : ) : A t . 1 asubset of the SST ‘ : ¢ Tank Farms
' S . _ : ' ssessment. ’ _ . | Performance ' _ -{ Performance
' i} Assessmentand | ~ Assessment
i| TankFarms '
i | Performance
. . 1 . _ . "I Assessment)
Risk Assessment for WMA S- | RCRA Closure of $-8X S$/8X WMA (southern part | Bach tank and spill Groundwater and 'Vadose zone (o Ecological Exposure Sceriarios and Two-dimensional STOMP | Noge: | |* S/SXFIR +SST Petformance | ® Curtent
$X Closure Plan (RPP-21596). | WMA. of the 200 West Area). considered. Residual inadvertent intruder | groundwaterto © | assessment " ¥ Unit Dose Factors for calcuiations for vadose zone : BX/BY FIR Assessment congitions
" : te in infrastructure ~  § pathways : Columbia River, with [ excluded. . Hanford Waste Tank and nearby groundwater. ¢ Bi. ' .
POC (alt): Mike Connelly . was ; ' g ’ g - X & ; |# Tank Farms « Future impacts
F treated on farm basis. emphasis on WMA | .} Performance Assessmenis Distance groundwater model : )
(Fred Mann) ] . \ ' . ] Performance for 16,000 years
: fenceline.. (Ritemann 2003). is stream tube based on . A ¢
| DOE: Bab Lober . ' ) ' : : _ Hanford Site groundwater S Ssessmen
’ : model. Dose, JILCR, and . « History matching
hazard index used as metrics. : for Compaosite
. _ ) _ . Analysis _
SST Performance Assessment. | RCRA closure of SST All'SSTs (locaied in both Each tank and spill Groundwater, air, and | Vadose zone to Ecological Exposure Scenarios and . | Two-dimensional STOMP None. s WMAC s Tank Farms .| Current * Tank Closure BIS |:
POC (alt): Mike Connelly (Fred farms. : the 260 West and 200 East_ consid_ergd. Residuai inadvertent intruder groundv?-atelt to rassessmont Unit Dose Factors for | calculations for vadose zone _ ; Performance Performance conditions « Composite .
Manm) . Areas). waste in infrastructure pathways. Columbia River, with | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank [ and nearby groundwater. '] Assessment " Assessment » Futurc impacts | Analysis
. _ : treated on farm basis. - emphasis on each i Performance Assessments | Distance groundwater model He WMA S/SX Risk |e History matchin for 10,000 years ¥
DOE: Bob Lober _ . WMA fenceline. : (Rittmann 2603) . is stream tube based on ; : Ty malching AN YOS o Tank Farms
: . . : i| Assessment for Composite
Hanford Site Groundwater i ! : Analvsis Performance
Model. Dose, ILCR, and i & Tank Closure EIS 4 Assessment
. hazard index used as metrics. - . :
Tank Farm Performance What is the impact to the Ail tank farm system Each tank and spill Groundwater, air, and | Vadose zobe to Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Two-dimensional STOMP | TBD. s WMAC » History matching | * Current # Tank Closure EIS |
Assessment. ) human health closure of the | components (focated in considered. Residual - inadvertent intruder groundwater to assessment Unit Dose Factors for calculations for vadose zone ‘Performance . for Composite .| conditions o SST Performance
ongs g | entire tank farm system 200 West and East Areas as | waste in infrastructure pathways. Columbia River, with | excludedin Hanford Waste Tank and nearby proundwater. 1] . Assessment ‘Analysis . .
POC (alt): Mike Connelly (Fred | e : . e S . A n - : ‘ « Fiture impacts | Assessment
Mann) (including SSTs, DSTs, well as between the two - treated on farm basis. - . emphasis on each initial versions. | Performance Assessments | Distance groundwater model e WMA S/SX Risk for 10,000 years
. : pipelines, and associated * | areas). : WMA fenceline. Will build on (Rittmann 2003). is stream tube based on | Assessment ' » Compasite
DOE: Bob Lober facilities)? The : , : Central Plateau _ Hanford Site Groundwater i , : Analysis
requirements address . . ’ Ecological Risk: Model. Dose, ILCR, and [ * SST Performance .
RCRA, CERCLA, and i . . ’ _ . Assessment, . hazard index used as metrics. ‘| Assessmient
_ DOE 0 435.1. ' T ) ; . .} & Tank Closure EIS
Retrieval Data Reports: Retrieval volume goal Usually a single tank or a Measured residual Gronndwater and Vadase zone to Ecological Exposure Scenarios and Based on existing analyses. None. le WMAC . Hist_oi'y matching { s Current
Docurents completion of tank- . | process set by the Tri-Party | smafl number of tanks in a inventory in the tank(s} {inadvertent intruder groundwater to assessment Unit Dose Factors for Goal is that it will be based on _ ' Performiance for Composite conditions
-| specific (or coinponent-specific) | Agreement:- * [ single farm, . and any leak(s) that pathways. Columbia River, with | excluded. Hanford Waste Tank Ecology tank farm (SST and . . Assessment Analysis : .-
waste retrieval activi carred duri ieval phasi : ’ P A tank T 11 il * Puture impacts
: ty. Whether retrieval of waste is ;ccu;re uring retrieval. emphasis on each Performance Assessments ank farms) performance o WMA S/SX Risk | e SSTPerformance | for 10,000 years
-1 POC (alty: Mike Connelly complete as determined by esults are presented in WMA fenceline.. _ (tht_mann 2003). ~ |assessments. . | Assessment Assessment
(Fred Mann) using the Tri-Party te"“S_otf_ the WlIV[A ()based ' : rank Fans
. Agreement, Appendix H, on existing analyses). ; ® g
DOE: BO]_J Lober WaiVer Process. : : - . : : ~ Performance
. . . : ) ) . HE - Assessment
Tank Closure EIS. | Alternative analysis for tank | [No Information Reported] :, None. ‘ None. ' . * Composite
| POC GalLy: ' closure. : Analysis
DOE: Mary Beth Burandt . o ' S : ' o ' . * Taok Farms
i ) ) ) . - Performance
' : : Assessment
' s SST Performance
Assessment
Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 : ' '
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» Ingestion of surface water

* Ingestion of aquatic
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Appendix A — Risk Assessment Matrix Rev. 0
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary
' ' ' | | ' ' Risk Evaluation Methods Eecological Links and Inputs Links and Risk Evaluation
Project Tifle and Scope What Decision is this Risk . L : i i i . i ‘ . !
# ] Statement P Assessment SI:pporting Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Sp ;ﬁﬁ&ds::p ¢ SI;:’-CC‘?; _St_:ope_ H“Sm::agﬁilgl ::IJSk and Models used in Risk Endpoints . || Needed from Other Ol:(:pg:;eliellfi:;m Timeframe and | Integration Issues
: SXClsions c ) $ Evaluation Evaluated Risk Assessments Asséssments Timeframe Links
37 | Waste Treatment Plant Decision by Ecology to On and off the Hanford Site, | Human health and Biota {(e.g., vegetation, | Terrestrial and Groundwater. Human Receptors: EPA Guidance Documnents: | Ecological | None. » Current scenario
Operation Assessment. approve operation of the soil and surface water. logical ri i i i . : . . ’ . rs: ' ing WIP -
P SSe pp p i urface water ecologica trlslcdt _ _mverteblratebg, _ aguatic efivironments o Hanford Site Tndustrial * Human Health Risk Receptors i dunng'
POC (alt.): Phil Peistrup ) assessment used to mammals, birds, Worker ' ' Assessment Protocol for | = Terrestrial | operations
) evaiuate impact of air mammals), soil, ) Hazardous Wast Iant ! .
DOE: Woody Russell emissions from WTP on. | sediment, and surface * Resident adult Caza; ous ]f g Fl' " | panks | ¢ iljul;ure_sccr_nano_
| and off the Hanford Site.. { water on and off the . ) R L-ombustion FACLItIES {peer Iy g0l otiowing
_ Hanford Site and on - * Resident child. review draft, EPA530-D- inverlebrates comp]etmn‘(.)f
the Columbia River. ¢ Nursing infant of resident 98-001A, B, and C), July ' . WTP operations
19983 o Mule deer
* Eﬁ:;lldc:l;td.;ul?31stcnce « Screening Level Ecological | Mourning dove !
¢ : Risk Assessment Protocol |, o0 oo o
* Resident subsistence for Hazardous Waste ocket mouse
farmer child : - Combustion Facilities (peer P
« Resident subsistence review draft, EPA530-D- * Western
fisher adult 99-001A), Augunst 1999 meadowlark .
o Residerit subsistence e Native American (Harper - | * Coyote ;
 fisher child and Harris) ¢ Burrowing owl
. Nativ_e American Human Health Pathways: ¢ Red-tailed
hunter/gatherer adult « Inhalation of emissions hawk
 Native American e External exposure to ¢ Benthic |
hunter/gatherer child ~ emissions invc_rtebrates-. .
» Nursing infant of Native | Ingestion of seil ::;{3:’3:;;‘:::’
American hunter/gatherer [, Inhalation of resuspénded o
. dust : + Aduatic blo_ta.
small bluegill, :
* External exposure to soil Small carp,
= Ingestion of locally grown small northern
; . squawfish,
produce and wild piants small suckers
¢ Ingestion of beef, pork, and water ﬁeas, |
wild game " and many other|
s Ingestion of dairy products ' zzvggrtebratcs
+ Ingestion of poultry, zooplankfon)
wildfowl, and eggs o Salmonids |
e I.t.lgestlon of fish |+ Canada goose :
Ecological Path i i
cological Pathways + Spotted :
» Direct expostre to soil Sandpiper
- ‘| » Ingestion of soil - &« Greatblue i ST
1 » Ingestion of soil invertebrates { . heron j
¢ Ingestion of plants ;
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|
Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration Project Summary
— = — -
' : o Risk Evaluation Methods, . ‘ . Links and sk .
Project Title and Scope What Decision is this Risl n . . . ; : Ecological Links and Inputs Rl.S Evaluation
0j Statomane cop " al eclsmsn is this _Rlsk Geographical Scope Study Resolution Media Included Specific Scope Speclfi{_: 'Scope Human I!ealth Risk Model§, and S_tanda_rds of Endpaints Needed from Other Outputs Rele'vant Fimeframe and | Integration Issues
el ssessment Supporting Included . Exclusions Scenarios Used Protectiveness used in Risk . | to Other Risk < -
: : N . Evaluated Risk Assessments Timeframe Links
_ Evaluation Assessments
ALE Arid Lands Ecology Reserve ERDF Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility MCL ~  maximum contaminantlevel - RFP (as in report; RPP-14555)
BHI Bechtel Hanford, Inc. FFTF Fast Flux Test Facility MLLW  mixed low-level waste SAC |System Assessment Capability
BIOTA  (computer code) C _ FH  Fluor Hanford NPDES  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System SALDS ;State-Approved Land Disposal Site
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 FIR field investigation report : ORP Office of River Protection SAP :sampling and analysis plan
CFEST (computer code) coupled, flnid, energy, and solute transport : - FS feasibility study : : ou operable unit S8T single-shell tank
CHI CH2M HILL Hanford, Inc. _ - FY fiscal year- ' PFP’ Plutonivm Finishing Plant : : STOMP I{compuiter code)
coc contaminant of concern : . - GPR ground penetrating radar PNNL  Pacific Northwest National Laboratory : TBD .tobe determined
COPC  contaminant of potential concern - HEIS Hanford Environmental Information System POC . point of contact - TCE ‘trichloroethylene
D&D . decontamination and decommissioning HSBRAM Hanford Site Baseline Risk Assessment Methodology. RAO remedial action objective : ' TRD technical review document o
DOE U.S. Department of Energy HSRAM  Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 Tri-Farty Agreement. Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order
DQO.- - data quality cbjective - ) HTWOS  Hanford Tank Waste Operations Simulator RESRAD RESidual RADioactivity (dose model) TWRP ‘tank waste retrieval work plan
DST..  double-shell tank ' _ ‘ : : IDF. integrated disposal facility REI rermedial field investigation WAC ‘Washington Administrative Code
ECEM  Ecological Contaminant Model ' - ILAW - immobilized low-activity waste RVFS.  remedial investigation/feasibility study WIDS ‘Waste Information Data System
Ecology ~ Washington State Department of Bcology TLCR incremental lifetime cancer risk o RL DOE, Richland Operations Office WMA ‘waste fanagement area
BB environmental impact statement Ky distribution coefficient ROD  record of decision - WIP Waste Treatment Plant
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency LLW low-level waste ; '
I
i .
|
|
|
I
Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005 } : :
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Site, Washington, DOE/ORP-2003-11, Rev. 0, U.S. Department of Energy, Offlce of -
River Protection, R1chianc1 Washmgton . _

DOE-RL, 1995, Hanford Site Risk Assessment Methodology, DOE/RL- 91 -45, Rev. 3, o
U.S. Department of Energy, R1chiand Operatlons Office, Rlch]and W_ashm_gton.- s

DOE-RL, 1995, Hanford Sn‘e risk Assessment Methodology, DOE/RL-91-45,Rev. 3,
U.S. Department of Energy, R1chland Operanons Offzce, Rlchland Washmgton

‘DOE-RL, 1998, Screening Assessment and Requirements for a Comprehenswe Assessment
Columbla River Comprehensive Impact Assessment, DOE/RL-96-16, Rev. 1,
U.S. Department of Energy, Rlchland Operanon Offlce, R1chland Washington.

EPA, 1989, Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume I, “Human Health Evaluatlon
Manual (Part A),” EPA/540/1-89/002, U.S. Env1rornnental Protection Agency,
Washmgton D.C.

EPA, 1991 RlSk AsseSSmem‘ Guzdance for Supeiﬁmd Volume I - Human Health Evaluatzon
* Manual (Part B, Development of Primary Remedzatzon ‘Goals), Interim, Publication
9285.7-018, EPA/540/R-92/003 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washlngton
D C. ‘

EPA, 1994a, Guidance Manual for the Integrated Exposure Uptake Biokinetic Model for Lead in
Children, NTIS No. PB93-963510, OSWER 285 7- 15 1 U.S. Enwronmental Protectlon
Agency, Washington, D C. -

EPA, 1994b, Revised Interim Sozl Lead Guidance for CERCLA Su‘es and RCRA Correctzve
Action Facilities, EPA/540/F-94/043, OSWER D1rect1ve 9355.4- 12 U.S. Environmental -
Protectlon Agency; Washmgton D C. .

' EPA 1996, Proposed Gmdehnes for Carcmogen Risk Assessment, EPA/600/P 92/003C Us.
Environmental Protectlon Agency, Washmgton D.C.

EPA 19972, Ecological Risk Assessment Guldance Jor Supetj%nd Process Jor Des:gn and
 Conducting Ecological Risk Assessments, Interim Final, EPA 540-R-97-006, U.S.
- Environmental Protection Agency, Ofﬁce of Emergency and Remedial Response,
' ‘Washington, D.C. . :

EPA, 1997b, EPA Regzon, 10 Supplemental Ecolog:cal Risk Assessment Guzdance for Superﬁmd | N
EPA 910-R-97-005, Us. Env1ronmenta1 Protect10n Agency, Reg10n 10, Seattle R
_ Washlng‘ton

- EPA, 1997c, Health Ejj‘"ects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) FY 1997 Update, |
- EPA/540/R-97-036-PB97- 921 199 U S. Env1r0nmenta1 Protecucn Agency, Washington, .
D.C. -
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EPA, 19974, Establzshment of Cleanup Levels for CERCLA Sites with Radzoacnve _
Contamination, OSWER Directive 9200.4-18, U.S. Environmental Protectlon Agency,

Washington, D.C.

EPA, 1998, Guidelines for Ecologz‘,al Risk Assessment, EPA/6301R095!002F U.S.
: Envuonmentaﬂ Protection Agency, Risk Assessment Forum, Washington, D. C

EPA, 1999a, Ecological Risk Assessment and.stk Management Pnnczples’ for.'__Superﬁmd Sites, -

' Memorandumi from S. D. Luftig, Director, Office of Emergency and Remedial Response
to Superfund National Policy Managers Regions 1-10, OSWER Directive 9285.7-28 P,
Signed October 7, 1999, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. -

EPA, 1999b, Interim Remedial Action Record of Decision for the 100-NR-1 and 100-NR- 2
Operable Units, EPA/541/R-99/112, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency chlon 10,
Seattle Washington.

EPA, 20013, Declaration of the Interim Remedial Action Record of Decision for the 300-F F-2
Operable Unit, U.S. Envircnmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

EPA, 2001b, Reuse Assessments: A Tool to Implement the Superfund Land Use. Directive,
OSWER 9355.7-06P, Memorandum from L. Reed, Office of Emergency. and Remedial
Response, to Superfund National Policy Managers Regions 1- 10, Signed June 4, 2001,
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.

EPA, 2001c, The Radionuclide Table: Radionuclide Carcinogenicity — Slope Faetors Federal
Guidance Report No. 13 (April 16, 2001 update) U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Washlngton, D.C.

EPA, 2002a, Calculating Upper Confidence Limits for Exposure Point Concentrations at
Hazardous Waste Sites, OSWER 9285.6-10, U.S. Enwronmental Protection Agency,
- Washington, D. C :

EPA,; 2002b, EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals Toxzczty Facmr Tables U.s.
Env1ronmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. .

EPA, 2004, Integrated Risk Informarzon System (IRIS), U. S Environmental Protecnon Agency,
Washington, D.C. o _

Harris, S., and B. Harper, 1997, “A Native American Exposure Scenario, ” R:skAnalys:s
Vol 17, No 6,p. 789-795.

IAEA, 1992, Effects of Ionizing Radiation on Plants and Animals at Levels Implled by Current
" Radiation Protection Standards, International Atomic Energy Agency, Vienna, Austria.
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_ ISCORS 2004, RESRAD-BIOTA: A Tool for Implementmg a Graded Approach to Biota Dose
- Evaluation, Users Guide, Version 1, DOE/EH-0676, Interagency Steering Committee on
Radiation Standards U.S. Depaﬂment of Energy, Washington D. C S

Patton G W B. L. Tilier, E. J Antoruo T. M. Poston, and S. P. Van Verst 2003, Survey of -
Radiological and Chemical Contaminants-in the Near-Shore Environment. at the Hanford
. Site 300 Area, PNNL- 13692 Rev 1 Pa01flc Northwest Nat10na1 Laboratory, Rlchland

Washmgton
Resource Conservanon and Recovery Act of 1 976 42 U S. C 6901 et seq.

Rittmann, P D, 2003 Exposure Scenarios and Umt Dose Factors for Hanford Tank Waste
Performance Assessments HNF SD -WM-TI-707, Rev 3, Fluor Federal Services, Inc.;
Richland, Washington. ' : .

RPP- 10098 2002, F, zeld Investigation Report for Waste Management Area B- BX-BY Rev 0,
CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Rlchland Washmgton ' :

RPP-15834 2003 Integrated Dzsposal Faczlzty R:sk Assessment Rev 0, CH2M H[LL Hanford -
Group, Richland, Washmgton ' '

- RPP-17675, 2003 stk Assessment Supporting the Decmon on the Imtzal Seleenon of
Supplemental ILAW Technologzes Rev. 0, CH2M HILL Hanford Group, Richland,

Washington.

RPP-7884, 2002, F ield Investzgatzon Report for Waste Management Area S- SX Rev. 0, CH2M
- . HILL Hanford Group, Richland, Washington. _

‘Safe Drinking Water Act, 40 U.S. C 300 et seq.

Soldat, 1 K., N.M. Robmson and D.A. Baker, 1974 Models and Computer Codes for Evaluatmg |
Environmental Radiation Doses, BNWL-1754 Battelle Pac1ﬁc Northwest Laboratorles,

Richland, Washington.

VanVerst, S. P., C. L. Albin, G. W. Patton, M. L. Blanton, T. M. Poston, A. T. Cooper, and E. J.
‘Antonio, 1998, Survey of Radiological Contaminants in the Near-Shore Environment at
. the Hanford Site 100-N Reactor Area, PNNL-11933, Pacific Northwest Natlonal
Laboratory, Richland, WA

WAC 17 3- 201A “Water Quahty Standards for Surface Waters of the State of Washmgton
Washmgton Admmzstmnve Code as amended.

-WAC 173-340, “Model Tox1cs Control Act—-Cleanup,” Washmgton Admmzstmnve Code,
as amended.

WAC 246-221, “Radiation Protection Standards,” Washington Administrative Code, as amended;
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Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Verification Package Documents. (6 Pages)

CvP No

‘Revision/

D;'aft No.

Date

Published _

TNO

Copies

~ Title.

CVP-2004-00005

Rev. O

Tuly 2004

2

Cleanup Verification Package for the 118-C-2
Burial Ground

CVP-2004-00001

Rev. 0

April 2004

Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-K'W-3
Retention Basm

CVP-2003-00024

Rev. 0

| April 2004

| Cleanup Verification P.ackage for the 116-K-1 Crib

CVP-2003-00021

Rev. 0

Tuly 2004

Cleanup Verification Package for the 618-5 Burial
Ground -

CVP-2003-00020

Rev.'O S

July 2004

Cleanup Verification Package for the 618-4 Bunal
Ground :

CVP-2003-00019

Rev. 0

Feb 2004

Cleanup Verification Package for thé 100-B-8:2,
100-C-6:2, 100-C-6:3, and 100-C-6:4 100-B/C
North Efﬂuent Pipelines

1 CVP-2003-00018

Rev. 0

Feb 2004

" Cleanup Verification Package for the 105-DR Large

Sodium Fire Facility (122-DR-1:2, ‘
100-D-53/122-DR-1:4, 132-DR-2/122-DR-1:5), the
119-DR Exhaust Stack Sampling Building

{100-D- 64) and the 100-D-23 and 100-D-54 Dry
Wells ‘

CVP-2003-00017

Feb 2004

Cleanup Ven'ﬁcation Package for the 118-F-8:1,
105-F Reactor Below-Grade Structures and

'Underlying Soils; the 118-F-8:3, 105-F Fuel Storage

Basin Underlying Soils; and the 100-F-10 Frem:h
Draim

“ CVP-2003-00016

Rev. 0

Dec 2003

Cleanup Verification Package for the 118-DR-2:2,
105-DR Reacior Below-Grade Structures and
Underlying Soils, and the: 100-1D49:4 Reactor -
Cooling Water Efftuent Underground Pipeline

CVP-2003-00015

Rev.0

Aug 2003

Cleanup Verification Package for the 118-C-4,
105-C Horizontal Control Rod Cave

CVP-2003-00014

 Rev.0

Sept 2003

Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-B-5
Effluent Vent Disposal Trench ' :

CVP-2003-00012

Rev. 0 -

Tuly 2003

Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-F-24,

145-F Drywell

CvP-2003-00011- -

Rev, 0

Tuly 2003

Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-F-23,
141-C Drywell

CVP-2003-00010

Rev. 0

Tuly 2003

Cleaxmp Verification Package for the 100-F-25,
146-FR Drywells and the UPR-100-F-3 Mercury
Spill '

CVP-2003-00009

Rev, ¢

August 2003

Cleanup Verificatior. Package for the 100-C-3 -
French Drain- \
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Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Venﬁcatlon Package Documents. (6. Pages)

Revision/

Date

" No.

CVP-2001-00021

March 2002

CVP No. Draft No. Published . | Copies Txtle
CVP-2003-00008 | “Rev.0 | August2003 1 Cleanup Venﬁcatlon Package for the 1607—B1 1.
_ - S Septic Tank System
CVP-2003-00007 Rev. 0 - | -Augnst 2003 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the I607-B10
: o Septic Tank System
CVP-2003-00006 | Rev.0 Angust 2003___ 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-B9.
L _ _ ) ' Septic Tank System -
CVP-2003-00005 Rev. 0 August 2003 1 CVP for the 1607-B8 Septic Tank Systemn
CVP-2003-00004 Rev. 0 Augnst 2003 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-B7
1 ; _ : _ Septic Tank System =
| CVP-2003-00003 .| Rev.0 June 2003 - 2 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-10,
S ' ' : 105-F Dummy Decontamination French Drain
“CVP-2003-00002 Rev.0 TFuly 2003 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the South Process
s : : Pond (WIDS Site 316-1, the Retired Filter o
Backwash Pond (WIDS Slte 300 RFBP), 300-262
Contaminated Soil, and Unplanned Release Sites
UPR-300-32, UPR-300-33, UPR-300-34,
UPR-300-33, UPR-300-36, UPR-300-37 and .
N _ UPR-300-FF-1
CVP-2003-00001" Rev. 0  Tuly 2003 - | Cleanup Veﬁﬁcatiqn Package for Landfill 1D
T _ D ‘ (WIDS Site 628-4)
CVP-2002-00010- | Rev.0 - | - Nov2003 2 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-6
S Liquid Waste Disposal Trench.
CVP-2002-00609 . Rev. 0 Nov 2003 2. Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F 1 Lems
- _ _ ' Canal
CVP-2002-00008 "Rev. 0 June 2003 - 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F—3 Fuel
: o ' Storage Basin Trench :
CVP—2'002—0000_7 ' Rev.0 Jupe 2003 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-F-35 Soil
o _ N Contamination Site
CVP-2002-00005 |  Rev.0 " March 2003 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-F2
. R _ _ Septic System ,
| CVP=2002-00003 Rev. 0 . July 2002~ 1 Cleanup Venﬁcation Package for ’Ehe 116-B-7,
o - 132-B-6, and 132-C-2 B/C Outfalls -
CVP-2002-00002 Rev. 0  Dec 2002 - 1 CVP/Clean Closure Report for the Soil Column of
' : the 116-N-3 Trench, Crib, and 100-N-63:1 Pipeline
CVP-2002-00001 | Rev.0 July 2002 1 ‘Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-F-4, '
S ' 100-F-11, 100-F-15, and 100-F-16 French Drains
Rev. 0 1 . | CVP/Clean Closure Report for the Soil Column of -

the 120-N-1-and 120-N-2 Dangerous Waste
Treatment Disposal Sites and the 100-N-58 Site
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Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Verification Package Documents. (6 Pages) '

CVE-2000-00032

Revision/ Date No. . :
CVE No. Draft No. | Published | Copies Title
CVP-2001-00020 | Rev.0 | Dec2001 | 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 600-23
: + B _ Dumping Area
CVP-2001-00019 Rev. 0 " Nov 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Packagc for ths JA Jones 1
: Site _
CVP-2001-00011 ‘Rev. 0 April 2002 - 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the UPR-100- F-2 '
o Basin Leak Ditch : _
CVP-2001-00010 Rev.0 | Nov 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607—F6
. ' * . Septic System and Pipelines
- CVP-2001-00009 Rev. 0 Tuly 2002 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-14
' ‘ : - Retention Basin :
[ CVP-2001-00008 Rev.0 | Oct2002 i Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-9
‘ _' Anima} Waste Leaching Trench
CVP-2001-00007 - Rev.0 | August 2001 1 Cleanup Verification ]Package for the 116-F-5 Ball
: ‘Washer Crib
CVP-2001-00006 Rev. 0 “Nov 2001 1 ' Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-4 Pluto
S Crib :
CVP-2001-00005 . | Rev.0 March 2003 2 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-F-.2,
_ : : ' 107-F Liquid Waste Disposal Trench
CVP-2001-00003 Rev. 0 July 2003 1 | Cleanwp Verification Package for the 100-F-19:2
' Reactor Cooling Water Effluent Pipeline, 116-F-11
Cushion Corridor French Drain, UPR-100-F-1
Sewer Line Leak, and 1_0_0-F-29 Experimental -
‘ . Animal Farm Process Sewer Pipelines
CVP-2001-00002 | . Rev.0 May 2002 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-F-19:1
' S and 100-F-19:3 Reactor Cooling Water Effluent .
Pipelines, 100-F-34 Biology Facility French Drain, |
_ and 116-F-12 French Drain :
CVP-2001-00001 Rev. 0 TJuly 2002 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100 F- 2 o
e : Strontium Garden _
CVP-2000-00034 Rev. 0 - April 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D and
‘ ' . 100-DR Group 3 Pipelines (100-D-48:3 and -
100-D-49:3) and 100-D-5 and 100-D-6 Burial -
_ . G‘rou.nds
CVP-2000-00033 Rev. 0 April 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the. 100-D-48:4
: I ' : Small Cooling Water Efffuent Pipelines
Rev. 0 April 2001 1 | Cledmup Verification Package for the 116-H-3

French Drain

Status of Hanford Site Risk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Verification Package Documents. (6 Pages)

CVP-2000-00012

: Rews:on/ Date No.. _
CVE No. DraftNo. | Published | Copies | Titie |
| CVP-2000-00031 | Rev.0 ‘March 2001 | 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-H-17
S Overflow, 116-H-2 Liguid Waste Disposal Trench,
100-H-2 Buried Thimbie Site, and-the 100-H-30 - -
_ , Sanitary Sewer Trench
CVP-2000-00030 “Rev.0 . © May 2001 I | Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-H- 24
‘ ‘ ‘ - _ Substation
'CVP-2000-00029 . Rev.0 | . M_arch 2001 . 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-H-21
' : - Reactor Effluent Pipelines, 100-H-22 Effluent
Pipeline Leakage, and 100-H-1 Rod Cave
CVP-2000-00028 Rev.0 Dec 2000 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for thie 100-H-5
' o : : : Studge Disposal Trench _ -
CVP-2000-00027 | ~Rev.0 | = July2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-H-7 -
- . : - .| Retention Basin _
CVP-20600-06026 “Rev. 0~ ‘April 2001 B 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116—H 1.
. ' _ Process Effluent Trench
| CVP-2000-00025 Rev. 0 Feb 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-H4 '
: ' : Septic System .
CVP-2000-00024 Rev. 0  Feb2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-H2
‘ : o Septic System
CVP-2000-00021 - | Rev.0 .| . May 2003 I3 Cleanup Verification Péckage for Laudflll 1B
L ‘ ' - - [/(WIDS Site 300-50)
CVP-2000-00020 | Rev.0 May 2003 1 . Cleanup Verification Package for Landfill 1A
- : : ‘ ‘ ' (WIDS Site 300-49) '
CVP-2000-00019 Rev. 0 Sept 2000 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-DR-7 . -
' ] - ‘ : _ Inkwell Crib ‘
CVP-2000-00018 Rev. 0 Nov 2000 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D-52
: R Drywell _
'CVP-2000-00016 | - Rev.0 .| . Oct2000 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D-12
; ' o 1 : Sodium Dichromate Purmp Station = )
CVP-2000-00015 .| = Rev.0- 0ct 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-DR-4-
.. : - Pluto Crib
CVP-2000-00014 Rev. 0 - Qet 2000 1 ' Cleanup Verification Package for the 1 16-DR-6
- - o L1qu1d Disposal Trench
.CVP-2000-00013 Rev. 0 "Oct 2000 1 [ Cleanup Verlﬁcatlon Package for the 116-D-2 Pluto _
Rev. 0 March 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-D-9 Crib

and Pipeline
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Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Verlﬁcatlon Package Documents.. (6 Pages)

Revision/ Date No.
CVE No. Draft No. | Published - | Copies Title
CVP-2000-00010 Rev. 0 March 2001 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the -
' . ' 116-D-1A/116-D-1B Storage Basin Trenches and
100-D-46 Burial Ground : .
CVP-2000-00009 Rev. 0 Nov 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-D-6
) , ' L : ' ‘French Drain
CVP-2000-00008 Rev.0 | - Oct2000 1 | Cleanup Venﬁcation Package for the 116-D-4 Crib
CVP-2000-00005 | Rev.0 | Sept2000 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the D and DR
' ' Group 2 Pipelines {100-D-48:2/49:2) and-
Unplanned Release Sites (UPR-100-D-2 and
UPR-100-D-3) .
CVP-2000-00004 Rev. 0 ' Sept 2000 1 Cleamlp Verification Package for the 1607-D2
. Septic Pipelines
CVP-2000-00003 Rev. 0 March 2001 - 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the D and DR
: ' . ' - | Group 2 North Pipelines (100-D-48:1/49:1), .
100-D-19 Sludge Trench, and UPR-lOO—D—4
o - Unplanued Release Site _
CVP-2000-00002 Rev. 0 Sept 2000 i ' Cleanup Vemﬁcation Package for the 116-DR-1&2
, ' Process Effluent Trenches -
CVP-2000-00001 Rev. 0 _ Sept 2000 1 Cleanup Venﬁcatlon Package for the IOO—D 13
: ‘ : Siudge Trench _
CVP-99-00019 Rev.0 | March 200_0 1. Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-C-2A
: : Pluto Crib, 116-C-2B Pump Station, 116-C-2C
Sand Filter, and Overburden Soils from Group 3
: ‘ _ Sites at the 100B/C Area
CVP-99-00017 Rev. O * Feb 2000 . 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-6B
_ . . : -Crib .
CVYP-99-00015 Rev. 0 Feb 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-2 Fuel
: _ : Storage Basin Trench.
CVP-99-00014 Rev. 0 Feb 20-005 _ 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-4
R ' French Drain .
CVP-99-00013 Rev. 0 Feb 2000 1 . |‘Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-3 Pluto
Crib ‘
CVP-99-00012 - Rev. 0 Dec 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116—B 1
o Process Effluent Trench -
CVP-99-00011 Rev. 0 May 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-6A
Crib and 116-B-16 Fuel Examination Tank _
CVP-99-00010 Rev. 0 Feb 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-10 Dry
‘ ' Well/Quench Tank
CVP-99-00009 Rev. 0 Feb 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116 B-9

French Drain

‘Status of Hanford Site stk Assessment Integration, FY 2005
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_ Table B-1. Catalog of Cleanup Verification Package Documients. (6 Pages)

Revision/

Date

No.

‘Title

CVF No. DraftNo. | Published | Copies
CVP-99-00008 | - ‘ReV.IVO : Feb 2000 1 Cleanup Venﬁcatlon Package for the 118-B-12 Seal
' i o Pit Crib
CVP-99-00007 “Rev. (| _Aﬁgust 2000 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-D-7 ..
o ‘ ' . o Retention Basin : :
CVP-99-00006 Rev. 0 _Noﬁ_1999- T Cleanup Verification' Package for the 116-DR-9
- o > . L o _ | Retention Basin I
._CVP-'99-00005" " Rev. O Dec 1999 - 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-D2
. T : Septic Tank ‘
CVP-99-00004 Rev. 0 Dec 1999 ' 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-C—5
R - _ o Retention Basin :
CVP-99-00003 Rev. 0 July 1999 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-14
S : ‘ North Sludge Tank .
CVP-99-00002 Rev.0 | Tuly1999 | 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-13
B : : South Siudge Trench
CVP-99-00001. Rev.0 | Dec 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-B-11
: o : Retention Basin o
CVP-98-00006 ‘Rev.0 | Jm1999 . | 1 | Cleanup Verification Package for the 116-C-1
_ R . | Process Effluent Trench .
CVP-98-00005 Rev. 0 March 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 1607-D2: 1
- ERE I - o ' Abandoned Tile Field _
CVP-98-00004 Rev. 0 March 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D-4
o o s Sludge Pit
CVP-98-00003 Rev. 0 _ - - March 1999 1 Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D-20 -
' _ C Sludge Pit
CVP-98-00002- Rev.0 - | March 1999 1 - { Cleanup Verification Package for the IOO-D-21
) ; - ' Shdge Pit
CVP-98-00001 Rev.0 "'| March 1999 I Cleanup Verification Package for the 100-D-22

Sludge Pit

- CVP = cleanup verification package
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MAPS OF GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARIES OF RISK ASSESSMENTS
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